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FOREWORD

The Software Engineering Laboratory (SEL) is an organization sponsored by the
National Aeronautics and Space ‘Administration/Goddard  Space Flight Center
(NASA/GSFC) and created to investigate the effectiveness of software engineering
technologies when applied to the development of applications software. The SEL was
created in 1976 and has three primary organizational members:

NASA/GSFC, Software Engineering Branch
The University of Maryland, Department of Computer Science
Computer Sciences Corporation, Software Engineering Operation

The goals of the SEL are (1) to understand the software development process in the
GSEC environment; (2) to measure the effects of various methodologies, tools, and
models on this process; and (3) to identify and then to apply successful development
practices. The activities, findings, and recommendations of the SEL are recorded in the
Software Engineering Laboratory Series, a continuing series of reports that includes this
document.

Single copies of this document may be obtained by writing to:

Software Engineering Branch
Code 552

Goddard Space Flight Center
Greenbelt, Maryland 20771

PABGEDING PAGE BLANK NOT FRLMED
SEW Proceedings iii SEL-93-003



SEW Proceedings

The views and findings expressed
herein are those of the authors and
presenters and do not necessarily
represent the views, estimates, or
policies of the SEL. All material
herein is reprinted as submitted by
authors and presenters, who are
solely responsible for compliance
with any relevant copyright, patent,
or other proprietary restrictions.
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SUMMARY OF THE EIGHTEENTH ANNUAL
SOFTWARE ENGINEERING WORKSHOP

The Eighteenth Annual Software Engineering Workshop, sponsored by the Software
Engineering Laboratory (SEL), was held on 1 and 2 December 1993 at the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA)/Goddard Space Flight Center in
Greenbelt, Maryland.

The Workshop provides a forum for software practitioners from around the world to
exchange information on the measurement, use, and evaluation of software methods,
models, and tools. This year, approximately 450 people attended the Workshop, which
consisted of six sessions on the following topics: The Software Engineering Laboratory,
Measurement, Technology Assessment, Advanced Concepts, Process, and Software
Engineering Issues in NASA. Three presentations were given in each of the topic areas.
The content of those presentations and the research papers detailing the work reported are
included in these Proceedings. The Workshop concluded with a tutorial session on how
to start an Experience Factory. (Copies of those slides were distributed at the
Workshop.)

In his introductory remarks, Frank McGarry of NASA/Goddard provided the audience
with a background of the SEL organization and set the stage for the Session 1 presenta-
tions on the SEL as well as for other presentations that were derived from SEL

experiences.

The SEL is a virtual organization that includes NASA/Goddard’s Software Engineering
Branch, the University of Maryland's Department of Computer Science, and the
Computer Sciences Corporation's Software Engineering Operation. The primary goals of
the SEL, as stated by McGarry, are to better understand software and to determine the
impact that changing technologies have on the way an organization goes about the
business of producing software. Every project that is developed in the SEL's parent
organization, the Flight, Dynamics Division (FDD) of NASA/Goddard, is a potential
experiment where the SEL can study some technology and measure the impact that this
technology has on some specific goals within the organization. In this way, the SEL can
determine the appropriate use of technologies in its environment.

McGarry pointed out that the concept of learning from experience in a production envi-
ronment has been modeled as the "Experience Factory” and has been written about exten-
sively by Dr. Victor Basili, a cofounder of the SEL. The experience factory is, in
essence, a well-defined model or paradigm of how one learns from one's own experi-
ences, sets goals, measures results, and then uses these results to continue to change,
evolve, and mature better ways of doing business.

One of the key insights that the experience factory has brought to light, McGarry
asserted, is that not all software is the same. You have to understand your own domain
and your own organization before making changes and expecting to make improvements.
You have to understand what your own goals, strengths, weaknesses, processes, products,
people, and problems are before you can conclude what particular technologies are most
appropriate to embrace to make measurable improvements in your organization.

McGarry then showed the audience some of the characteristics of the projects that the
SEL has studied since 1976. All of the projects were in the flight dynamics domain. He
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explained that the point of showing the characteristics of the FDD environment was

twofold: first, to explain that the results that the augilcnqe would hear during the SEL

ments. McGarry emphasized that the process—the experience factory concept (of con-
tinual process improvement)—was indeed applicable, but that the results, the specific
technologies they found to be appropriate, were domain specific. "You have to find those
[effective technologies] in your own particular domain," McGarry said.

Next, McGarry briefly described the basic improvement model or paradigm that the SEL
uses, which consists of three iterative phases: understanding, assessing, and packaging.
Understanding is where the SEL strives to better understand the environment, including
the domain, tools, products, and existing processes. In the assessment phase, the SEL
examines the impact that technologies have on the environment as measured against pre-
determined goals, such as decreased cost or increased reliability. McGarry stressed that

aging. In this phase, the SEL captures the favorable experiences (technologies and pro-
cesses) and infuses them back into the organization on a broader level, through standards,
policies, training, tools, and environments.

McGarry noted that over the course of the workshop the audience would hear several
speakers talk about data and information extracted from the SEL environment. He then
introduced Vic Basili, who expanded on the discussion of the SEL process improvement

model.

SEW Proceedings 2 SEL-93-003
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Session 1: The Software Engineering Laboratory

THE MATURING OF THE QUALITY IMPROVEMENT
PARADIGM IN THE SEL

presented by Victor Basili, University of M aryland

Vic Basili presented an historical account of how the SEL quality improvement paradigm
(QIP) first came into being and how it has evolved through the years. He explained what
activities were performed and what lessons were learned during several 5-year intervals
from the SEL's inception in 1976 to the present, and then offered a glimpse of where SEL
research is headed in the near future.

Basili began by sharing some of the false starts the SEL has made (e.g., trying to assess
before understanding, collecting data before establishing goals); how the SEL has leamned
from these false starts; and how, when the SEL verified by experimentation that a partic-
ular technology or process was effective, the experience was packaged and infused into
the organization. Basili shared some of the philosophy of the SEL (discover what works
and then apply it) and explained the interdependent relationship between the SEL's
NASA, University of Maryland, and Computer Sciences Corporation partners.

Next, Basili presented the current QIP. This paradigm is a more detailed model of
McGarry's understand-assess-package paradigm. The expanded model consists of Six

steps: (1) characterize the current project and environment; (2) set quantifiable goals; (3)
choose the appropriate process model and supporting methods and tools; (4) execute the
processes and collect data; (5) analyze the data to evaluate current practices; and

package the experience. Basili then spoke briefly about how those particular steps have

evolved before he launched into his historical overview.

1976—1980. The SEL started out by looking at other people's models (e.g., the Raleigh
curve, TRW's 40/20/40 rule for designing, coding, and testing software) to determine
whether these models applied to the SEL environment. Data collection forms were de-
veloped, existing processes were combined, and the process was studied. The "goal-
question-metric" paradigm was created to enable the researchers to organize their data
around particular studies. Data collection was loosely monitored, baselines built, corre-
lations sought, and information was recorded.

The SEL learned that it needed to better understand the environment, projects, processes,
and products; it needed to build its own models based on its own environment and prod-
ucts; it needed to understand the factors that create similarities and differences among
projects so that it would know the appropriate model to apply; and the SEL needed to un-
derstand how to choose the right processes to create the desired product characteristics.
Basili emphasized that a big lesson learned was that data collection has to be goal driven;

you can't just collect data and then figure out what to do with them.

1981—1985. During this period, the SEL was building its own baselines and models of
cost, defects, and processes. It began to set specific goals in multiple areas and began to
incorporate subjective metrics into its measurement process. The SEL experimented with
well-defined technologies and began experiments with potentially high-impact technolo-
gies such as Ada and object-oriented design (OOD). The SEL collected fewer data
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(because collection was more goal driven) and stored these data in a relational database.
It shifted its emphasis to the relationship between process and product characteristics:
recorded lessons learned; and began formalizing process, product, knowledge, and
quality models. In other words, the SEL began to package its own experience. At this
time the SEL developed its first recommended QIP: characterize, set goals, choose the
process, execute, analyze, and record.

From these activities, the SEL learned many lessons. It discovered that software devel-
opment follows an experimental paradigm; i.e., designing experiments is an important
part of improving, and evaluation and feedback are necessary for learning. It discovered
a need to experiment with new technologies and to learn about the relationships between
process, product, and quality models. It learned that it could multiply its effectiveness by
reusing experience in the form of processes and other forms of knowledge. And it
learned that you can drown in too much data; data must be selectively collected to sup-
port well-defined goals.

1986-—1990. During the late 1980s, the SEL worked on capturing experience in models;
it built models that enabled it to differentiate between environments, Goals and models
became the driver for measurement The SEL built the Software Management
Environment (SME), an intelligent tool that can access the SEL database and produce
graphical models of various factors for dozens of projects. The SEL tailored and evolved
its use of Ada and OOD based on experience. Experience and feedback were recognized
as an integral part of the QIP. The SEL embedded data into the processes and began to
closely monitor study projects, and it demonstrated relationships between processes and
products, based on extensive analysis. The SEL made the transition from simply
recording information, to packaging information in the form of focused tailored pack-
ages. The SEL began to learn how to transfer technology better through organizational
structure, experimentation, and evolutionary culture change.

Lessons learned during this period include the following: experience needs to be evalu-
ated, tailored, and packaged for reuse; there is a tradeoff between reuse and improvement
(because introducing change causes a loss in experience and predictability); and software

followed by testing, as in Cleanroom methodology). As a result of these findings, the
QIP was reformulated as: characterize, set goals, choose process, execute, analyze, and
package. It was at this time that the SEL organization and activities became formalized
under the "Experience Factory" title.

1991—1995. In this period, the SEL is continuing to build relationship models between
processes and products. It is performing domain analysis studies to identify similar pro-
Jects using techniques appropriate for software engineering data. The SEL plans to
automate the model-based goal-question-metric as much as possible. The SEL is devel-
oping technologies tailorable to specific project needs (such as tailored reading tech-
niques). It is building a more powerful, flexible experience base by increasing and
improving the interaction between developers and experimenters to enable the capture of
more effective feedback., Today, the SEL is clearly focused on local needs and goals.
The SEL is learning how to run more efficient experiments and combine controlled
experiments with case studies. And, through an empirical modeling technique known as
optimized set reduction, the SEL is building better models for cost modeling and defec-
tive module prediction.

SEW Proceedings 4 SEL-93-003
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Basili concluded by saying that the SEL has come a long way! A great deal has been
learned about software improvement, and the learning process has been continuous and
evolutionary. The SEL has packaged what it has learned into its process, product, and
organizational structure. This evolution is supported by a strong relationship between
research and practice. Finally, Basili noted, the relationship known as the SEL continues
to require patience and understanding on both sides of the research and practice
continuum, and when this relationship is nurtured and protected, it pays measurable
dividends.

PROCESS IMPROVEMENT AS AN INVESTMENT:
MEASURING ITS WORTH

presented by Frank McGarry, NASA/Goddard

In this presentation Frank McGarry compared the Software Engineering Institute (SEI)
Capability Maturity Model (CMM) to the SEL process improvement model. He looked
at steps required to compute return on investment (ROT), examined information needed to
determine ROI, and illustrated how investment in process improvement has affected pro-
cess and products in the SEL environment.

McGarry began his comparison of the CMM and the SEL process improvement model by
quickly explaining the concepts behind each and identifying what he sees as the funda-
mental difference between the two approaches. In the CMM, an organization evolves
through five levels of maturity that reflect its capability to produce complex software.
The levels are (1) ad hoc, (2) repeatable, (3) defined, (4) managed, and (5) optimizing. In
the SEL model, the process evolves from understanding the processes being used and the
products being developed, to assessing the impact of process changes, to packaging those
processes that have a positive impact on measurable product characteristics. Although
both models have the same goal of improving the product, the fundamental difference
between the two paradigms, McGarry asserted, was that the CMM primarily focuses on
the process level of an organization (such as the standards and techniques used), whereas
SEL focuses on attributes of the product, such as error rates, productivity, and
complexity.

To facilitate a consistent comparison of the two approaches, McGarry then outlined the
steps that he would examine for both models in determining the ROI from process
improvement: (1) defining goals, (2) producing baselines, (3) investing in change, (4)
assessing change, and (5) measuring ROL

Defining Goals. Both the CMM and SEL emphasize setting goals. The CMM approach
is to set a goal to get t0 a new level of maturity. This general goal is the same for all
organizations: t0 evolve to higher levels of maturity until reaching an optimizing state.
The SEL goal, on the other hand, is to improve the product in some particular way that is
appropriate to that product. In some organizations, for example, it may be most appro-
priate to decrease error rates; in another organization it may be more important to try to
increase the level of reuse.

Producing Baselines. The second step in determining ROI is to produce a baseline. That

is, you must determine where you are with respect to where you aspire to be. In the
CMM paradigm, the approach is to assess your process using a "common yardstick" to

rate how your organization performs certain key activities such as training, measurement,
and defining and following standards. CMM establishes a process baseline. The SEL is

also interested in standards, training, and measurement, but what sets the SEL paradigm
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apart from the CMM paradigm, McGarry asserted, is that the SEL emphasizes both pro-
cess and product understanding. Furthermore, the measures that the SEL focuses on are
specific to a particular project's goals with respect to their domain, people, and environ-
ment. For example, if your goal is to reduce error rates, then you baseline error rates; if
your goal is to increase reuse, then you baseline your current level of reuse.

To further illustrate measurements characterizing process baselines, McGarry showed pie
charts of effort distribution and classes of errors, and line plots of source code growth
rates. To exemplify product characteristic baselines, McGarry showed bar charts of error
rates, cost, and reuse. In all cases, the measurements were based on actual SEL data.
McGarry emphasized that these measurements would be used as qualifiers to determine
whether changing the process was having a positive change on the product.

Investing in Change. Using the CMM, the organization's assessed level drives the
change. If your organization is assessed as a level 1, then you work on activities that will
get you to level 2 before you work on activities to getyouto level 3, 4, or 5. In the SEL
paradigm, your process improvement activities are driven by your organization's unique
experiences and goals. If your experience tells you that programming in Ada does not
lead to improved productivity, then you don't mandate Ada. If there is evidence that
Cleanroom lowers error rates, and this is important to your organization, then you
develop a training program to teach Cleanroom techniques and you experiment with
Cleanroom. You invest in changes that you discern will make a positive impact on
process efficiency as well as product characteristics.

To exemplify how the SEL has invested in change, McGarry showed how the results of
experiments in design techniques, testing approaches, Ada, OOD, Cleanroom, and other
experiments have been packaged into training, software measurement guidebooks, and
recommended approaches to developing software and managing software development.
Again, McGarry emphasized that experience drives process change.

Assessing the Impact of Change. The fourth step in determining ROI is to assess the
impact that change has had on the organization. In the CMM paradigm, success is mea-
sured by process change: Did you achieve the maturity level you set out to achieve? In
the SEL paradigm, you reexamine not only the impact of the process, but also the impact
that process change has had on your product. Product and process change in the SEL are
very domain-dependent. As an example, McGarry offered evidence of the impact of
introducing the Cleanroom technique by showing graphs of the impact of Cleanroom on
effort distribution and source code growth rate with Cleanroom.

Measuring the Return on Investment. McGarry explained that the first piece of
information needed is the actual cost of investing in process improvement. He began by
showing a summary of the kinds of investments the SEL has made in process improve-
ment in four categories: project overhead, including filling out forms, collecting data,
and training; data processing, including quality assurance, maintaining a database, and
archiving data; analysis and application, including developing processes and standards,
defining experiments, and analyzing results; and developing and maintaining mission
support software. McGarry noted that the total cost of SEL process improvement activi-
ties (the investment) was approximately 11% of all expenditures.

Next, McGarry discussed the return on investment. McGarry noted that an investment in
product-driven goals enabled direct measurement of return. He illustrated his point by
providing measurement examples, based on changes from the mid 1980s to the early
1990s, that show an increase in product quality and a decrease in product cost: reliability
was improved 75%—measured as a reduction in errors per thousand source lines of code

SEW Proceedings 6 SEL-93-003
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(KSLOC) from 4.5 to 1; the average level of reuse was up from 20% to 79%; and the
average system cost was down 55%, from 490 to 210 staff-months (related, in part, to
reuse).

McGarry concluded that process improvement activities not only enabled the SEL to
produce more functionality, for more complex systems, with higher reliability, at signifi-
cantly lower costs, it also had the side benefits of focusing the SEL's research activities,
integrating standards and measurements with training and technology insertion, and con-
tributing to a culture change that recognizes developers as being valuable partners in the
process improvement paradigm, resulting in a synergistic approach to process improve-
ment and a positive return on investment.

Question: In your comparison of the CMM and the SEL approaches, it struck
me that they really didn't seem to be two independent approaches, in
that you could use the SEL approach to improve your CMM rating.

The SEL approach could be an implementation of a process to
improve your CMM, so that it wasn't a matter of comparing one
approach to another, because the SEL approach seemed to be more a
how to do it, and the CMM approach seems to be more what you are.
Do you see that difference as opposed to just saying these are two

alternatives?

McGarry: I think there is a marriage between the two approaches. There is a
reason that both exist. But your observation that there should be a
continuous improvement and refinement of either model—in this case

the CMM—driven by the product goals—I absolutely agree with that.

RECENT SEL EXPERIMENTS AND STUDIES
presented by Rose Pajerski, NASA/Goddard

Rose Pajerski began her discussion of recent SEL experiments with an overview of pro-
jects and studies conducted by the SEL since 1976. She emphasized that SEL studies
have been based on the actual development of operational flight dynamics systems in the
local environment, that each project represents a potential source of data for SEL studies,
and that many studies are ongoing.

Pajerski indicated that, due to a recent organizational change, the SEL now has responsi-
bility not only for software development, but also testing and maintenance. As a result,
many of the new studies being conducted by the SEL are in the areas of testing and
maintenance, thus allowing the SEL to study and report on activities that span the entire
software life cycle.

Pajerski then quickly presented a summary of current SEL studies both in terms of the
SEL improvement model and the software life-cycle phases. She reiterated that SEL
studies follow a three-step improvement paradigm of understanding, assessing, and pack-
aging. For this presentation, Pajerski chose to focus on three studies: (1) the cost and
schedule estimation study, (2) 2 comparison of testing approaches, and (3) the
maintenance study.

Cost and Schedule Estimation Study. The goals of this study were to rebaseline the SEL

environment in terms of cost (effort), schedule, and reuse—given the organizational and
technological changes—and to update the SEL's established baseline cost and schedule
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estimation models if necessary. The study included 39 projects ranging from 20 to 300
KSLOC and looked at the impacts of reuse, language, application types, and subjective
factors such as levels of experience and kinds of technologies.

The study revealed some interesting discriminators: while the level of reuse and lan-
guage drove cost, the application type drove schedule in the SEL. Key findings include:
it costs 50% more to reuse a line of Ada code than a line of FORTRAN code: software
size growth is 15% lower for high-reuse systems; it takes about 35% longer to develop a
simulator than it does to develop an attitude ground support system (due to the level of
uncertainty in the requirements); and subjective factors did not have a significant impact
on cost or schedule.

Experiments in Testing. The goals of this study were to assess the impact of organiza-
tional changes on the SEL Processes; to compare testing approaches with respect to their
impact on process measures and product measures; and to assess effort and error distri-
butions to determine testing effectiveness. The study examined four testing approaches,
covering 34 projects of various characteristics during the past 15 years.

Before presenting the results of the experiments, Pajerski explained similarities and dif-
ferences among the four testing approaches. In the SEL standard testing process, devel-
opers are responsible for implementing software and for system testing the software to
verify end-to-end data flow. The software is then passed to a separate acceptance organi-
zation that tests the software using a functional, requirements-based approach. The
Independent Verification and Validation (IV&YV) approach adds an independent team to

cal testing and functional, requirements-based testing. The independent testing approach
uses two teams: the development team, which implements the software and performs
unit and integration testing, and an independent test team, which performs the equivalent
of system and acceptance testing. ,

A comparison of test effort distribution by activity (design/code vs. test) revealed an
observable change in process characteristics. The SEL standard testing approach was
roughly comparable to the SEL Cleanroom approach, with both approaches splitting the
activity time roughly 50:50 between design/code and testing. In the independent testing
approach, however, 70% of the activity time was spent in design/code, and only 30% of
the activity time was spent in testing. This observable process change will be studied
more in the coming year by the SEL.

Pajerski then commented on what she called the bottom-line goal of the test experiments:
determining testing effectiveness by looking at product measures. In examining error
rates for the various approaches, Pajerski presented preliminary evidence showing that
projects using the independent test approach experience fewer errors per KSLOC during
development than those using the SEL standard test approach or the SEL Cleanroom
approach. Furthermore, high-reuse projects had much lower error rates than low-reuse
projects. Pajerski concluded that both the testing approach and the reuse leve] affect
error rates.

Maintenance Study.  The short-term goal of this study is to build a baseline
understanding of the maintenance process in terms of software characteristics, effort
distribution, and error/change profiles. The long-term goal of the study is to build
estimation models for maintenance, There are 105 operational systems under
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maintenance totaling 3.5 million SLOC, ranging in size from 10 to 250 KSLOC. Eighty-
five percent of the code has been developed in _FORTRAN, and 80% of the work has

been done on the mainframe computer. All activities after the first operational use of the
system are being examined to build this baseline understanding.

Pajerski first discussed error rates and cost of maintenance. She pointed out that single-
mission systems had detectable error rates of 0.1 errors/KSLOC and that multimission
spacecraft have detectable error rates of 1.5 errors/KSLOC. She noted that the cost to
maintain a multimission system was about 10% of the total development cost, whereas
the cost to maintain a single-mission system was only 2% of the development cost.
Pajerski conjectured that the difference in error rates as well as cost was due to the fact

that the multimission systems are used, updated, enhanced, and maintained more often.

Pajerski then discussed effort and change type distribution. She noted that, in the SEL
environment, about 7% of the requests for change received were for software enhance-
ments and 72% of the requests for change received were due to error conditions. The
actual effort to implement these changes, however, broke down differently: about 67%
of the effort was spent enhancing the code, 22% of the effort was used to correct errors,

and 11% of the effort was spent adapting the code to such things as new operating sys-
tems and compilers.

Pajerski then compared the effort distribution of development projects with maintenance
projects as another way of characterizing the maintenance process. The most significant
difference between maintenance and development effort distributions was that in devel-
opment, 30% of the effort was devoted to testing, whereas in maintenance, only 5% was
spent on testing.

Pajerski concluded her presentation by showing these studies in the context of the SEL
process improvement model. She pointed out that the cost and schedule study had just
completed the packaging stage; testing approaches were in the assessing stage; and
maintenance was in the understanding phase. Pajerski maintained that none of these
studies would ever be really complete, in that each of them would repeatedly cycle
through the understanding-assessing-packaging phases as part of the SEL's ongoing pro-
cess improvement program. With the change in the organization of the SEL, much effort
will be spent studying and experimenting with testing and maintenance processes, and in
time, the insights gained from studying these processes will be packaged as models,
guidebooks, and tools. )

Question: I was interested in the slide that suggests that it's more expensive to
reuse Ada than it is to reuse EORTRAN, and I was wondering if there
was a difference in productivity that tends to compensate in terms of

the actual cost and also whether or not there are factors that are spe-
cial to the SEL that affect this difference.

Pajerski: The productivity numbers are not the same for FORTRAN and Ada,
and 1 did not have them up there on the chart. They do tend to bal-
ance one another out. John Bailey's Ada talk tomorrow is going to go

over FORTRAN and Ada comparisons like that in some detail.
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Session 2: Measurement

SPECIFICATION BASED SOFTWARE SIZING:
AN EMPIRICAL INVESTIGATION OF F UNCTION POINTS

presented by Ross Jeffery, University of New South Wales

Ross Jeffery started out by describing the goal of the study as an assessment of function
point metrics to evaluate the sources of variation in the metric. The organization that he
studied was looking for a language-independent software sizing metric that could be
applied early in the life cycle. The organization was the first to be certified to the
Australian quality standard (AS 3563) and thus was likely to have minimal variation in
its process.

The study is based on 17 recently developed systems in a variety of application domains
by one software organization. The systems are implemented in C, Powerhouse, COBOL,
Windows, and Excel macros.

The first part of the study compared function point metrics across the life cycle with the
goal of assessing the metric's stability. Jeffery compared function point counts taken
from specification products produced early in the life cycle with counts taken from final
specification products that document the completed systems. He showed scatter plots
that visually supported his statistics. The function point counts from the final specifica-
tions did well in predicting the effort even after removing some large projects that heav-
ily influenced the results. Counts based on the early specifications did not do as well.
His results using the post-completion counts were consistent with other studies in the lit-
erature. He pointed out that removing the outlier data from the post-completion correla-
tion did reduce the correlation as expected, but that the effort-predicting function did not
change substantially—evidence that the organization performed consistently across pro-
ject size.

The weighting factors used to compute the level-2 weighted function points seemed to be
neutral for the set of data Jeffery presented. Applying the weights did not significantly
change the ability of the metric to predict effort,

In the last part of Jeffery's presentation, he discussed an analysis of the possible causes of
error 1n the process of developing function point counts. He considered three sources of
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Two raters were used to count function points for all the projects in the study. One was a
professional rater; the other was less experienced. (Function point counts used in the
earlier parts of the presentation were the average of the two raters' counts.) The results of
an analysis of the differences between the raters showed an average relative difference of
approximately 55% between the raters. About one-third of this difference could be
ascribed to rater error (the bulk of which came from the expert, ironically, Jeffery pointed
out). The remainder is attributable to the function point standard or the requirements
specification. ‘

Jeffery presented a version of the function point scatter plot that showed a distinct pattern
of separation of the counts by application domain (distributed systems VS. traditional
centralized mainframe systems).

In summary, Jeffery said that function points showed a strong relationship with effort
based on counts taken after the project was completed. However, some of the internal
counts correlate, and this amounts to counting the same thing twice. Because the count-
ing process is manual, it is subject to variations due to human error.

He summarized future directions for the organization that he had studied. More accurate
effort predictions would result from putting more effort into the early requirement speci-
fications. Developing the metric automatically within a CASE tool would reduce the
human error as a source of variation in the metric.

Question: Do CASE vendors offer function point metrics?

Jeffery: Yes. But what is that metric? Is it right for you? Generally speaking,
CASE users do not understand the metric generated for them. The
real risk is that it comes free with the software so people don't ques-

tion it.

SOFTWARE COST FORECASTING ASIT IS REALLY DONE:
A STUDY OF JPL SOFTWARE ENGINEERS

presented by M artha Ann Griesel, Jet Propulsion Laboratory

Martha Griesel began by describing the situation in which engineers make cost forecasts.
Cost estimation is done at the same time as the engineering. Engineers have integrated
forecasting into their development process. Thus it is important to integrate forecasting
tools into the environment. It is also very important to develop tools that assist with the
forecasting process that they use now; engineers will not use tools that use a different
forecasting process.

The goal of the study was to discover the fundamentals of cost forecasting as it is actually
practiced by engineers. Are there only a few processes? Are the individual methods
used by engineers SO unique that there is no hope of developing tools to help them? If
there are differences, where do they arise?

A search of the literature supported the idea that there is a small number of forecasting
activities but also showed that studies of the process do not produce repeatable data.

Because of the multidisciplinary nature of the study team, it was possible to borrow sev-

eral useful techniques. In this study cognitive psychology provided a technique that
allows verbal dialog to be scored in a consistent manner. This enabled the construction
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of a "costing vocabulary.” Stochastic processes provided transition probability matrices
as a tool for analyzing how people move from one activity to another.

The study used 28 verbal reports from software cost and size forecasters who had a great

deal of experience and who were also identified as personnel with good track records in

opment. Analysis of the verbal reports developed a high-level set of forecasting activities
such as requirements identification, size estimation, and cost estimation. Each individual
report was then reviewed to extract the sequence of the high-level activities.

Griesel presented the COCOMO model as an example of how the forecasting activities
might be connected in sequence. (No one in the study used a model that remotely resem-
bled this example.) In an attempt to find patterns, all 28 activity sequences were over-
laid, but the result was a complete blur.

After some study, three basic forecasting approaches were identified: new/old decompo-
sition, assessment, and size estimation. The technique used in new/old decomposition
was to partition the system into parts familiar to the forecaster and those not familiar.

ment approach involved obtaining a second estimate as a sanity check. Some forecasters
developed a size estimate before they developed an effort estimate. Some application
domains showed a preference for a particular basic approach.

Cost forecasting is roughly divided into three phases: problem definition and analysis,
cost determination, and cost assessment.  Griesel presented and described composite
transition diagrams for each phase of each basic forecasting approach.

In summary, the study was able to identify some fairly well-defined paths through the
forecasting activities and to detect some dependence on the application domain. Most
forecasters used one approach to forecasting and very few performed detailed work in
more than one phase of forecasting. Forecasters use simple techniques and tend to keep
the number of attributes small.

Question: It's great to have a multidisciplinary study on real tasks. Were you
able to relate accuracy of estimate versus the method used?

Griesel: The described activities were based on those used most recently and
were not tied to specific tasks. We would very much like to collect
that sort of data.

ASSESSING EFFICIENCY OF SOFTWARE PRODUCTION
FOR NASA-SEL DATA

presented by Anneliese von Mayrhauser, Colorado State University

Anneliese von Mayrhauser began her presentation with the statement that it would be a
"success story of some failures." Her study used a technique prevalent in operations
research, production models. This presentation used data from the NASA SEL database.

Production models are attractive for this analysis because the efficiency of software de-
velopment has many drivers such as people, process, and product characteristics. An
analysis based on production models would use three steps. First, the measures used as
input and output to the models must be selected based on the goals of the study: what
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type of efficiency is to be evaluated? Second, the models are applied to projects and the

officient and inefficient projects are identified. Third, a root cause analysis is performed

based on other available project descriptors such as subjective measures.

In production model analysis empirical data are used to define a production function.
von Mayrhauser described a simple production model with one input and one output to
demonstrate the principle behind a production function. In the example, she demon-
strated the definition of efficiency as the best observed ratio of the selected input and
output measures. Other (non-best) observed ratios of input to output would be some
fraction of the best. The relative efficiency of a project is the ratio of its efficiency to the
best. She assured the listeners that the simple example could be extended to more
complex situations. (von Mayrhauser's coauthor has applied this technique to another

environment.)

As she began to describe the results of one production model (the study investigated 11
models), she described the trouble in identifying data to drive the production models and
her lack of faith in the rank-order nature of the subjective data she was using. She con-
trasted the enormous size of the SEL database to the sparse list of acceptable data to drive
the production models. Incomplete data and the small number of ratio-level metrics were
cited as disappointments. Specifically, she was unable to investigate quality metrics, per-
formance metrics, and effort data by phase as production model drivers.

The study looked at factors that impact overall efficiency, those that pertained to only ef-
ficient or inefficient projects, and factors that discriminate efficient from inefficient pro-
jects.

One study result, which she labeled curious, was that certain factors correlate with ineffi-
cient projects and not with efficient projects. She specifically cited development team
application experience as increasing the efficiency of inefficient projects but having no
effect on efficient projects. The audience was cautioned not to place much faith in this

result since the rank-order data were of unknown quality.

In conclusion von Mayrhauser stated that a consideration of how metrics are to be evalu-
ated must be included in developing metrics. Avoid collecting lots of rank-order data;
there is not much you can do with them. She assured the audience that a disciplined met-
rics development would bring many Successes.

Question: I'm concerned about isolating individual factors. Any individual fac-
tor may show strange behavior. Take the factor you found, experi-
ence, for example. If experienced people are put on a project because

negative things are happening on_that project, then that will affect
things. So you are not going to find a relationship between experi-
ence and efficiency because of the other factors. The problem is
multivariant with tremendous interaction of those factors.

von Mayrhauser: 1 agree with you. This is where you have to have a rich enough set of
factors for the production models and then, after efficiency is identi-
fied, other factors tell you if there is a reason for it. Then if you iden-

tify an unusual project you can just forget about it.

Follow-up: It's more complicated than that. One thing you can do is say: if the

system has a high complexity level, then experience becomes impor-
tant. But if it's not complex, the experience is not relevant.
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Experience in isolation is not an interesting variable. There are inter-
dependencies among the factors.

von Mayrhauser: [ agree that we should not do one at a time.
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Session 3: Technology Assessment

THE (MIS)USE OF SUBJECTIVE PROCESS MEASURES
IN SOFTWARE ENGINEERING

presented by Jon D. Valett, NASA/Goddard

Jon Valett began his remarks by defining three categories of measurement data: quanti-
tative, characteristic, and subjective. By subjective data Valett meant "those data that are
based on the opinion of individuals." He suggested three reasons why people have tried
in the past to capture subjective data: (1) to help quantify the software process; (2) to
improve models of software process and product; and (3) to define software domains. As
examples of subjective measures he listed team experience, management stability, quality

of tool set, and product complexity. Among the previous models to make use of subjec-
tive measures were Walston and Felix, COCOMO, and various domain analysis models.

After setting the stage in this way, Valett launched into a historical summary of what the
SEL has done with subjective data over the past 17 years. In 1977, the philosophy
behind the SEL's original foray into collecting subjective measures was to validate the
models of other researchers and, in so doing, to fully characterize the SEL environment.
For each SEL project, over 300 pieces of data were collected and rated on a 0-5 scale.
Upper level managers made these assessments, and the resulting data were entered into
the SEL database with no validation or clarification.

Valett then briefly described two SEL research efforts, Bailey and Basili's "Meta-Model
for Software Development Resource Expenditures” (1981), and Card, McGarry, and
Page's "Evaluating Software Engineering Technologies" (1987).  The first study
attempted to develop a cost model that incorporated subjective process measures. The
second attempted to answer the question "Do modern programming practices affect pro-
ductivity and reliability?"

Valett drew two main lessons from these two early studies. First, having a lot of data
does not mean that one can generate a lot of results. Second, beware of false correla-
tions, because if you look hard enough, you are bound to find some correlations. To help
prevent such erroneous conclusions, he recommended that researchers confirm their
results over multiple similar data sets.

Following the Card study, the SEL revised its collection of subjective data. It reduced its
set of data to just 36 items. This smaller set contains most of Boehm's subjective mea-
sures from his Software Engineering Economics (leaving out a handful not thought
appropriate to the SEL environment) and includes a few additional measures thought
applicable based on SEL experience. The 36 measures were rated on a 1-5 scale, were
collected from the project leads (rather than upper management), and were again entered
into the SEL database with no validation or clarification.

Valett next summarized the analysis of subjective measures found in the recent SEL Cost
and Schedule Estimation Study Report, by Condon et al. (1993). Initial analysis here
seemed to find some relationships between effort and subjective measures, but further
analysis revealed no consistency across different subsets of SEL projects. Following this
discovery, the researchers replaced the SEL subjective data with random integers (1-5)
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for all projects and then repeated the analysis. With random data, about the same degree
and frequency of improvements were found in the accuracy of the resulting effort models
as had been found with the actual SEL data.

Valett's final research study was one that he himself performed shortly before the
Workshop. He tried to improve models for predicting effort, errors, and changes by
including subjective measures data. Valett converted the integer-based subjective mea-
sures to a binary scale (as did Bailey and Card in their studies). Valett also assumed
some dependency in the data. He found little or no consistency in his results across mul-
tiple SEL data sets and concluded that even conservative use of these data is
questionable.

In summarizing the lessons he had learned from the studies, Valett cautioned the audi-
ence not to collect too much subjective data, not to blindly search for correlations, not to
go beyond the validity and consistency of the data, and finally, not to rely on such data
€xcept to spot trends or to set experiment goals.

Despite Valett's negative assessments drawn from these four studies, he did not totally
discount the value of subjective information. In his concluding remarks, he drew a dis-
tinction between the valuable nature of some subjective information—such as that col-
lected in "lessons learned" documents and in project annotations—and the Very question-
able value of subjective measures data collected by survey forms. If there were to be any
hope that survey form data could serve some useful purpose, it would depend on more
rigorous local definitions of subjective measures and also on more consistent data collec-
tion methods than have been used previously by the SEL.

Question: In an experiment in which I was involved in the past year, we intro-
duced people to N-squared charts and data flow diagrams. We then
assessed them on their ability to learn, interpret, and use these tools.
We found that in many cases people’s subjective response at the end
of a test was different from their objective performance. For exam-
ple, we found that test subjects would actually perform better with
one technique, but would say that they performed better or preferred
the other technique. Do you have any thoughts on the kind of
research that might get to a deeper level on why this happens and why
in your research one person considers something a "3" and another
person considers it a "S.”

Valett: We have experienced similar things in the SEL. We did a comparison
of testing techniques: code reading, structural testing, and functional
testing. People in the experiment said that they found the most errors
in functional testing, but in reality most of the errors were found in
code reading. For subjective data our best hope is to come up with
templates for definitions of subjective data so that we do understand
across our environment what a given score means. But that is not an
easy task at all.
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ANALYSIS OF A SUCCESSFUL INSPECTION PROGRAM
presented by Ray Madachy, Litton Data Systems

Ray Madachy's talk presented the results of a couple of years' experience in implement-

ing inspections at Litton. He pointed out that the metrics collection program was some-
what more recent than the peer review program.

Among the unique features of the Litton inspections program is the absence of a "reader”
role. As Madachy explained, his company follows the Gilb method, not the Fagan
method, of inspections, so they do no paraphrasing. The Software Engineering Process
Group (SEPG) Peer Review Coordinator serves as the inspection moderator. Litton's

method sets no time limit on causal analysis, and it allows no discussion of defect cate-
gory during the inspection.

The inspection statistics data sheet that Madachy displayed reported the preparation time
of each participant plus the number of major and minor problems asserted by each par-
ticipant. (A major defect was defined as anything that caused a software trouble report; 2
minor defect was anything else.) It also listed the total pages inspected, the duration of
the meeting, and the number of new defects found at the meeting but not caught during
the preparation time. These data all went into Litton's database. More recently Litton
has also collected and stored the number of rework hours spent, plus the number of major

and minor defects accepted by the author.

Madachy then presented slides demonstrating several relationships and conclusions from
the Litton experience. The first relationship showed a downward trend in average defects
per page as one progressed through the software life-cycle phases, backing up Madachy's
assertion that you "get more bang for your buck” from early inspections. A graph of
inspection effort over time showed, as might be expected, that effort peaks occurred
before each quarterly Technical Interface Meeting, when the customer evaluated
inspected documents. Using other graphs, Madachy showed that the optimum inspection
mode at Litton had the following characteristics: (1) 4 or 5 inspectors per meeting, (2)
40-50 pages inspected per hour, and (3) a ratio between 0.5 and 2.0 for preparation time
versus inspection time. The number of pages per hour includes all types of documents
except code. Litton recommends that 250 SLOC be inspected per hour. Inspections at
Litton were typically 2 hours long.

Madachy devoted two slides to addressing the return on investment for the inspection
process. To arrive at this figure, Madachy subtracted the inspection effort from the test
phase effort saved. This effort saved was estimated by multiplying the number of major
defects found at each inspection by the average effort to fix a defect during the test phase.
(For several years preceding this inspection experiment Litton had kept data on trouble
reports and the effort required to fix them; these data were used to provide the average
effort to fix.) The inspection effort included the preparation time, the time spent at the
actual inspection meeting, and also the time required after the meeting to fix the defects.
Using these formulas, Madachy showed that 139 out of 223 inspections saved time. The
average inspection savings for all inspections was 63.4 person-hours.

Madachy presented two slides showing the separate effects of preparation time (per page)
and inspection time (per page) on the number of new items found (per page) at an
inspection. He argued that both graphs showed that as the amount of time increased, so
did the number of items found. The effect of inspections on reducing the number of
trouble reports (TRs) written against a build was demonstrated by one graph which
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showed a 76% reduction in the TR density (TRs per KSLOC) following the introduction
of inspections.

In his concluding remarks, Madachy emphasized that inspections were a worthwhile
investment. In addition to the other points brought out earlier in his talk, he noted that
inspectors and authors had both improved since inspections began, and that the inspec-
tion analysis provided the impetus for improving Litton's metrics tracking procedures.

In response to two questions, Madachy pointed out that Litton had tried inspections both
with readers and without readers and found that, prior to coding, the reader did not add
much. In addition, the defect finding rate for documents was better without a reader.
Consequently Litton does not use a reader in its inspection process, although they are
looking into using a reader for code, where they think it might be valuable. In Litton's
process, the moderator takes over much of the reader's role, but Litton does not use
paraphrasing.

LESSONS LEARNED APPLYING CASE METHODS/TOOLS
TO ADA SOFTWARE DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS

presented by Maurice H. Blumberg, IBM Federal S ystems Company

Maurice Blumberg began his talk by defining megaprogramming. STARS sees this as an
emerging paradigm of software development that is process driven, relies on domain-
specific reuse, and is supported by technology. In brief, it is "a product-line approach to
building a family of systems." The STARS strategy is to demonstrate the benefits of
megaprogramming on some real-world projects, not just pilot projects.

Blumberg's talk, however, was not about megaprogramming and the STARS demonstra-
tion projects, but rather about the precursor to megaprogramming. These precursor alpha
test projects provided early experience and feedback in the use of the IBM STARS
Software Engineering Environment (SEE) and helped define what it takes to transfer
technology to a project.

The three alpha test projects were all based on a RISC System/6000 primary develop-
ment platform running various CASE, publishing, and testing tools. This platform was
connected via a LAN to a Rational (300C or 1000) design facility and also to Xstation
and PS/2 (DOS, Windows 3.0) remote access workstations. Blumberg summarized the
various tools used by each of the three projects in each of the software development life
cycles.

Blumberg next presented some lessons learned applicable to all three projects. (Slides
detailing lessons learned from individual projects are included in these Proceedings as
well, but due to time limitations only the last two slides of this latter set were presented at
the Workshop.)

The main impediment to change was inertia. To overcome this obstacle, Blumberg rec-
ommended enlisting early customer support, involving developers in the planning, and
ensuring strong support and vision from management and technical leads. In addition,
one must protect against overblown expectations arising from marketing hype and
overzealous advocates of particular tools. Emphasizing realistic hopes, developing a
phased implementation plan, and relying on strong management vision could help a pro-
ject get over the initial setbacks involved in inserting new technology.
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Blumberg saw planning as a critical part of the success of a technology transfer. There
are many elements to the startup costs besides the mere purchase of software and some
hardware. One must plan for wiring, installation, and checkout. One must carefully
choose the number of licenses to support the planned uses, must factor in maintenance
costs, and must anticipate significant adaptation and integration eXpenses. All tools need
to be tailored, and each tool may require an administrator. Blumberg mentioned that all
of the alpha projects significantly underestimated the impact of introducing multiple

changes and technologies. Each project tried to do too much at once.

Despite the various difficulties encountered in each project in introducing new technolo-
gies, Blumberg noted that each project experienced a significant morale boost from the
new technology and that the upgraded technology resulted in upgraded skills. The new
process that evolved was more effective than the old process and involved better team
communication and coordination. Higher quality products resulted, and higher produc-
tivity is anticipated in subsequent phases, now that most of the learning is over, the team
is acclimated, and many of the problems encountered have been resolved.

Question: How do you discriminate between temporary hurdles and truly bad
(for you) technology?
Blumberg: You have to expect some loss in productivity the first time you adopt

a new tool. If the tool results in an unacceptably large drop in pro-
ductivity, however, you must fix the problem or consider dropping the
tool for that project.
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Session 4: Advanced Concepts

SOFTWARE ENGINEERING WITH
APPLICATION-SPECIFIC LANGUAGES

presented by David J. Campbell, Unisys Corporation

David Campbell began by observing that application-specific languages (ASLs) have the
potential to dramatically reduce cost and to increase software quality and reliability.
ASLs, he explained, are special-purpose languages designed to solve a specific class of
problems by automatically generating source code or other work products. Much less
code is required to write an application in an ASL than in a general-purpose program-
ming language such as C or Ada. ASLs are also inexpensive to produce; an experienced
team can usually implement an ASL in a few weeks or person-months.

The software generation process starts with a specification that the programmer writes in
the ASL describing the requirements for the software to be produced. The specification
is read by an ASL translator, which then generates source code or other work products,

a generic solution as a set of reusable code templates; the translator instantiates the tem-
plates and produces the required software from the specification.

Not all projects are candidates for implementation using an ASL, Campbell said,
although most large projects have some area that would benefit from ASL usage, such as
SCTEens, reports, or parsing input commands. ASLs should be considered for use on a
project when coding tasks are repetitive, complex, or error-prone; when requirements are
subject to change; or when the problem being addressed will recur on other projects.

ASL technology requires an expert in the application area to design the solution to the re-
curring problem, and an expert in language design/compilers to develop a language that
allows the requirements to be specified in terms familiar to those working in the applica-
tion area. The language expert will also develop the translator that checks the input
specification for semantic errors and generates the code that satisfies the requirements.

Campbell cited two examples of ASLs that have been applied on projects at NASA/JSC:
Editor Generator (Egen) and STMM (Strip Merge and Manipulate). Egen was developed

loads. STMM replaced 40 programs that performed specific operations on flight design
data files.

For the TSS, the customer wanted a graphical-user-interface-based system for editing a
database of 500 variable-field satellite commands. The typical approach to developing
the 140 screens (that were needed in 3 months) would have been to divide them up and
give them to five engineers to code. Since design decisions would have to be known
ahead of time for this approach to work, an ASL was used instead. With Egen, all 140
Screens were generated from a short input specification. In addition to the compilable
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source code, Egen also generated the 200-page user manual and prepared a test program
that found specification errors automatically.

While ASLs are not a panacea, Campbell said, they do provide benefits when code is
recurring. Not only do ASLs increase productivity (because less code is needed to
develop and maintain software), they also increase reliability; once the templates are cor-
rect, the code will be correct and will conform to project standards. The main benefit of
an ASL, however, is increased manageability. Updates to all 140 TSS screens can be
performed in a single location in the translator. User manuals can be kept in sync with
code by simply rewriting the input specification and regenerating the documentation.
Requirements changes create less of an impact; the addition of 40 new TSS commands

had no effect on the project cost or schedule.

Question: Some of what you are describing can be done with object-oriented
programming languages. Where do you draw the line between using
object-oriented programming and an ASL, where you have to
maintain the translator, the inputs, and the high-order language
source?

Campbell: In general, you make a cost assessment. An object-oriented language
may take more lines of code to accomplish the same task. Also, in
some cases, you may need to maintain only the generated output.

When a tradeoff study shows that you can use an ASL because there
is enough repetition, you will actually have fewer lines of code to
maintain with the ASL. For example, the TSS translator [Egen] was 7
KLOC. Because it was based on compiler technology, only 4K of
those lines of code were custom-written for the application. The rest
were reusable components, code from parser generators, etc. Of that
4 KLOC, 1/3 were for the test program, 1/3 were for documentation,
and 1/3 were for the actual application. The total generated TSS edi-
tor was 12 KLOC, of which only 4K were written. In general, there is
a magnification between what you have to write and what you get
generated: we get 2-11to 10-1.

APPLYING FORMAL METHODS AND OBJECT-ORIENTED
ANALYSIS TO EXISTING FLIGHT SOFTWARE

presented by Betty H. C. Cheng, Michigan State University

This project, Betty Cheng said, was sponsored by a NASA faculty fellowship and was
performed at the jet Propulsion Laboratory. The purpose of the effort was: (1) to inte-
grate formal methods into a portion of shuttle software; (2) to construct an object-
oriented view of the system, even though it was not developed using object-oriented
technology; (3) to demonstrate the utility of formal methods in an industrial application;
and (4) to facilitate current and future maintenance of the software, ensuring that the
original functionality and safety-critical properties are preserved when features are
added.

A formal method, Cheng explained, consists of a formal language with a well-defined
syntax, a well-defined set of semantics, and a proof system that allows you to manipulate
symbols in the language. Formal methods are used to improve the quality of a software

system by uncovering incompleteness and inconsistencies, and for automatic reasoning
and verification. Her project used a language called PVS (Prototype Verification
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System) which was developed by SR International. Itis a predicate-logic-based language
with an interactive theorem proving capability.

Referring to the previous presentation, Cheng noted that object-oriented techniques, as
well as ASLs, can be used to develop software specific to an application. The benefits of
object-oriented techniques are abstraction, information hiding, and modularity, which
facilitate understandability, maintenance, and reuse.

In this project Cheng said, they were interested in the ability of formal methods to
support abstraction and to generate proof obligations. They chose the object modeling
technique (OMT) developed by Rombaugh because it offers three complementary per-
spectives: the object model gives the architectural view of the system, allowing informa-
tion to be organized pictorially and offering a view of how the whole system fits together
architecturally; the functional model provides data and control flow information: and the
dynamic model allows modeling of state transitions.

Although the shuttle has had an excellent record for software, computer scientists often
did not participate in early requirements analysis for shuttle software. Authors were free
to express requirements in the form they preferred, resulting in widely varying require-
ments formats, styles, conventions, and perspectives. To be able to insert new technol-
ogy and features, today's requirements analysts need to know what the requirements are
and whether the changes they propose will affect the original functionality of the
software.

The specific project Cheng's team tackled was the Phase Plane module within the Orbit
Digital Autopilot System (DAP). The Phase Plane module is a control system for moni-
toring the angular rotation of the shuttle. It sends information to a module that selects
which jets should be fired to attain a desired shuttle position. The wiring requirements
diagram for DAP that Cheng showed revealed a very complex system. Although the
module has worked successfully for thousands of hours, analysts have had difficulties in
understanding the requirements for the module and testing it, and they want to make
changes to it in the future.

The goals of the project were to obtain high-level requirements for the module by apply-
Ing reverse engineering techniques, to develop an OMT "roadmap” for the system, and to
establish a linkage between the specifications and the diagrams. The team used an itera-
tive process. First they constructed a low-level specification corresponding to the wiring
diagrams and the source code. To introduce abstraction, they used data flow diagrams to
model the as-built layer. They then worked upwards, preserving the critical information
from one level to the next as they developed data flow diagrams and an object model for
the Phase Plane.

The team learned a number of significant lessons during the project. The first was that
several layers of specifications were needed to go from existing code to high-level speci-
fications. Theorems must be constructed to describe the properties that a given layer
obeys and to provide traceability from one level to the next,

The second lesson was that formal methods provide a mechanism for integrating dis-
parate sources of project information—e.g., wiring diagrams, the crew training manual,
and design notes. The third lesson was that object-oriented analysis and design tech-
niques can be exploited for reverse engineering to help understand the original function-
ality of a system, its architecture, and its state transitions.

SEW Proceedings 22 SEL-93-003

oy

i)

WO

M m

I



Finally, the team learned that reverse engineering is an iterative process; oné level of
formal specifications is constructed, followed by a level of diagrams, and the process is
repeated for each higher level. The diagrams, Cheng noted, help introduce the abstrac-
tion necessary to produce the high-level requirements.

In summary, Cheng said, the project incorporated formal methods into an existing soft-
ware system to facilitate maintenance tasks, to aid verification of critical system propet-
ties, and to expedite future changes by using automatic reasoning to find requirements
violations. The project has also demonstrated that formal techniques are not merely aca-
demic. Currently, the team is developing mid-level specifications and constructing
proofs of correctness that will trace one level of the specification to the next. They hope
to integrate the formal specifications with the OMT diagrams more closely, and demon-

strate how formal methods can be used to assure that critical properties are satisfied.

Question: Are you aware of the work being done by Nancy Leveson at the
University of Washington? She is using a state-chart technique to
reverse engineer systems for the FAA. Could you talk about the dif-

ferences in the approaches?

Cheng: Again, we want to capture all aspects of the system. State charts only
capture state transition information. We also want to have an archi-
tectural view of the system. The multiple views led us to use OMT.

INTEGRATING END-TO-END THREADS OF CONTROL INTO
OBJECT-ORIENTED ANALYSIS AND DESIGN

presented by Janet E. McCandlish, TRW System Development Division

Janet McCandlish opened her presentation by observing that current object-oriented
methodologies fall short in their representation of end-to-end system processing. With a
functional decomposition approach, data flow or process dependency diagrams show how
the entire system works. The focus of object-oriented technology, however is on indi-
vidual objects as reusable components, not on how they tie together. With object-
oriented technology, a system is represented piecemeal with multiple views, making it
difficult to get a full picture of how the system operates.

In addition, the goals associated with object-oriented and distributed systems are con-
flicting. In real-time distributed systems, competing demands for resources are recon-
ciled by partitioning the system into multiple processes. Object-oriented technology, on
the other hand, strives to partition a system into objects, encapsulating all data and asso-
ciated operations within the object.

The approach taken in the current research, McCandlish explained, is to represent threads
of control and associated class/objects to better illustrate how a system operates. The
researchers began by examining five different object-oriented analysis and design meth-
odologies: Coad and Yourdon, Shlaer and Mellor, Booch, Firesmith, and Rombaugh.
They then introduced a representation that overlays dynamic flow onto the static
architecture. Because of the amount of information being handled, they grouped classes
and objects at a higher level of abstraction in two phases: (1) logical groupings to
provide a coarse-grained partitioning and (2) process groupings to extend logical

groupings with process partitioning criteria.
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McCandlish highlighted key aspects of object-oriented methodologies. Static architec-
ture, she said, refers to a nontemporal representation of a system, typically depicted with
entity relationship diagrams that have been enhanced to include attributes, operations
specifications, and relationships. Dynamic behavior is usually reflected in a different
view of the system, and contains state, data flow, and timing information. A thread of
control is a path that traces the sequence of operations for a particular execution of a
system. It represents a scenario for a particular test case, and can be used during analy-
sis, design, or testing to trace through the model for completeness, and to address real-
time processing requirements, timing constraints, bottlenecks, and the like.

The research team found that static and dynamic representation methods exist, but
thread-of-control representations are limited. Showing a chart that compared the five dif-
ferent object-oriented methodologies, McCandlish noted that each is incomplete in some
aspect. Firesmith's comes closest to satisfying end-to-end traceability, but information is
spread over three different diagram techniques, making it difficult to assimilate.

In the team's approackh, the logical view represents groupings of classes or objects that are
logically related. Partitioning into logical groups is accomplished based on engineering
Judgment, and is designed to minimize the associations, aggregations, and generalizations
between groups. This type of logical grouping helps one understand the system as a
whole. It is not new; such groupings are addressed (using different terminologies) in
each of the methodologies previously cited.

McCandlish showed an entity relationship diagram with two logical representations. The
first showed the traditional logical partitioning of a system. The second representation
showed a new, logical composite class representation, in which thread-of-control infor-
mation is aggregated up to the logical grouping level and overlaid onto the logical view.
Because the focus of this representation is on "boundary class/objects"—i.e., objects that
communicate across the boundary lines of the logical grouping, these logical groupings
may differ from those of the traditional representation. The rationale for this new repre-
sentation, McCandlish reiterated, is to be able to look at the system from end-to-end. It is
also the first phase of partitioning for process composite classes.

Because the object-oriented methodologies previously mentioned do not address how
logical groupings may transition into allocations for processes, McCandlish's team also
introduced a process view that maps the class/objects to processes (i.e., executable enti-
ties). To obtain this process view, the team took the logical composite classes and
applied process partitioning criteria keyed to communication and timing. To minimize
the communication among processes, classes and objects that communicate frequently
are grouped into separate processes, as are class/objects that occur along a particular
time-critical path or that access the database. Finally, the groupings are adjusted to
ensure that total execution-time criteria are met. The result, McCandlish showed, is a
process composite class representation,

To formulate these process composite classes, McCandlish said, the researchers store
representations of the classes, their attributes, and all of their interrelationships in a
database. They can then extract information and link it with threads of control to learn,
for example, that operation x impacts attribute y. From the database, they can determine
the number of dependencies amongst the threads-of-control and classes. They can then
take process partitioning criteria and system constraints and apply those through alloca-
tion algorithms, such as branch-and-bound, to determine the best grouping for the process
composite classes.
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In summary, current object-oriented representations do not provide the viewer with a
clear understanding of the end-to-end processing that defines system operation.
Consequently, the research team has introduced logical and process composite classes
that act as structures for representing groupings of class/objects and the threads of control
through those class/objects. Further study is needed to extend these structures into a
design language and to address cases where the object-oriented and distributed system
partitionings are in conflict.

Question : Does the user actually see both the object view and the threads of
control so he can have an idea that the system will work or not work

at the design review?

McCandlish: That's the plan. You identify classes and objects and build it bottom
up. Ultimately, the idea is to graphically represent this information,
draw threads-of-control through it, and represent all the associated

information in the database. Then you can pull out a thread-of-
control and look at all the things that are impacted by it, and can
assign timing information as well.
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Session 5: Process

FUSING MODELING TECHNIQUES TO SUPPORT DOMAIN ANALYSIS
FOR REUSE OPPORTUNITIES IDENTIF ICATION

presented by Susan Main Hall, S oftech, Inc.

Susan Hall's presentation described her team's experience performing a high-level
domain analysis fusing functional analysis techniques with object-oriented analysis to
facilitate reuse among several software development efforts. As part of the Army Reuse
Center, Hall's team is chartered to identify reuse opportunities for clients who reuse the
software and donors who produce software to be reused. Her group’s specific assignment
was to perform domain analysis of four Army systems currently under development, in 6
person-months. Each of the systems was functionally oriented and developed in Ada.

Hall's team was experienced in software development but not in object orientation.
Because reuse is easier to achieve with object orientation, her group had to choose -
whether to use the functional models and then struggle to move to objects later or to
struggle with the objects right from the beginning. After assessing their purpose, time
limitation, and current skills, they decided to merge the functional and the object model-
ing techniques.

Hall began her discussion of the merged modeling techniques by first defining domain
analysis and the difference between vertical and horizontal domains. Hall's group was
tasked to examine a horizontal domain, application support layer (ASL) software. She
stated that just about all system types have an ASL.

LAY

y

In using the modeling techniques, they took advantage of everything a functional model
could offer (state transition diagrams, data flow diagrams, and flow charts) then moved to
a homegrown functional hierarchical grouping which helped in transitioning to
Rombaugh's object-oriented model.

Specifically, they began by reviewing the existing functional models and creating any

missing data flow diagrams, state transition diagrams, and flow charts. This enabled

them to capture the basic activities of the ASL. By noting commonalities and differ-

ences, they identified six components of the ASL domain:

* Perform utilities and services -
* Provide user/machine interface -
* Provide help information

* Provide application layer interface

* Manage ASL data

* Provide COTS interface

The homegrown hierarchical modeling technique was introduced to avoid losing impor-
tant information when moving from a functional to an object model. This was needed
because their first attempts to move from functional to object-oriented were unsuccessful;
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consisted of identifying functions in a hierarchical tree, grouping the lowest level func-
tions together based on objects manipulated, and dividing functions into those in the
domain and those interfacing with the domain.

Hall provided a sample of the hierarchical grouping technique they applied: ASL func-
tions "accept user input” and "display output” were grouped as the "user-machine inter-
face" object. The "store data" and "produce reports”" functions were grouped into
"database" object. The ndatabase" object was further broken down into what was actu-
ally being manipulated—files, records, and fields. At this point it was possible to attach
operations and attributes to the object-oriented model and to complete the transition from
the functional model to the object model.

Hall now returned to the main purpose of the domain analysis which, as stated previ-
ously, was to facilitate reuse within one or among several software development efforts.
Because they now had both functional models and object models resulting from their

analyses, they were able to identify reusable functions as well as reusable objects in high-
demand categories such as user-machine interface.

In summary, Hall stated that the multiple modeling approach enabled them to view the
domain more clearly and to identify more substantial reuse opportunities in the process.
She felt this approach was faster (completed in 6 person-months) than traditional domain
analysis would have been and that it provided an offective modeling technique to be used
in the future.

Question: Our group is starting t0 do object-oriented requirements development;
we have been totally functional up to this point. Do you have addi-
tional materials that show how to move from data flow diagrams to

some type of object-oriented, ~more detailed programming

instructions?

Hall: Yes, we have all the models. The in-between models don't look like
any particular modeling technique. When we started, we started with
things we knew like Demarco, DFD technique. We went back to data

flow charts to detail things like how the computer and user interfaced,
down to studying a key and getting information back. As we did each
iteration, at some point in time, the model started to look like a par-

ticular, popular technique. We ended up with a definite data set dia-
gram and a definite Rombaugh object-oriented model.

AN EMPIRICAL COMPARISON OF A DYNAMIC SOFTWARE
TESTABILITY METRIC TO STATIC
CYCLOMATIC COMPLEXITY

presented by Jeffrey M. Voas, Reliable Software Technologies Corporation

Jeffrey Voas began his comparison of dynamic testability and cyclomatic complexity by
first differentiating between what it means to achieve versus assess quality. He stated
that it is easier to achieve quality than it is to assess or measure it. He explained that
assessing software provides the extra confidence not directly available from testing.
Because we can never be certain that a verification system is correct, software testability

has been introduced to give us a level of confidence that the software is correct.

SEW Proceedings 27 SEL-93-003



Voas emphasized the difference between testing and testability. Testing defines with
some “authority" whether an output is correct. Testability says nothing about correct-
ness, but rather the likelihood that errors are being hidden in the software. It takes
exhaustive testing, which is generally not possible, to be certain there are no hidden
errors. Testability is, then, a prediction of the probability that existing faults will be
revealed during testing according to some testing scheme.,

Voas' testability model or metric is based on two premises:

1) What is the likelihood that a fault will cause a failure during testing according to
some testing scheme.

2) A fault that is unlikely to cause a failure will be more difficult to see during testing.

Voas explained his fault size metric using an image of urns containing black and white
balls. Each ball represented one possible input to the software, with black balls
representing inputs that produce failures and white balls representing inputs that do not
produce failures. The occurrences of black balls are then strung or chained together to
produce a "fault size." Fault size is a way of quantifying the likelihood of discovering a
fault/error in the software,

For example, if five different inputs produce a failure due to one fault in the program,
five black balls are strung together, giving a string length, or fault size, of 5. They are
connected because those five balls all go to the same fault. When executed they cause
the state to become infected and that infected state propagates to the output. With a fault
size of 5, there are five chances (when pulling balls out of the urn) to pull one of the
black balls in the string of five that will reveal that fault. The greater the string length,
the higher the testability of the software, because there are more opportunities to discover
that fault. Five faults of size 1, on the other hand, means that there is only one input in
the entire urn that will reveal any one of those five faults, so the odds are lower of finding
them.

Voas relayed that for years reliability/testing researchers have asked the question, "What
is the probability that this program will fail?" He has rephrased the question: "What is
the probability that this program can't fail even if the program is incorrect?"

Voas applied his model to source code generated by CASE tools at NASA/Langley. This
software consisted of 3 to 4 KSLOC including 58 functions. He used 2,000 randomly
generated inputs and ran the simulator for 55 hours, His results showed that 15 of the 58
functions were of "high testability." The functions in the low testability range could eas-
ily be exhaustively tested. He also evaluated these 58 functions using McCabe's
Cyclomatic Complexity Metric. All 58 functions had complexity values of less than 10,
indicating that they were not very complex. He concluded that "chaining” within the urn
cannot be predicted based on the complexity measure. That chaining, though, is the key
to answering his question: "What is the probability that this program can't fail even if the
program is incorrect?"

uestion: You mentioned doing a short study on a few thousand lines of code.
: : £ udy \
I'm interested in whether you did a comparison of what your model
predicts versus which modules were error prone?

Voas: We did this for NASA/Langley on software where they knew where
the errors were. We wanted to test whether this technique would tell
us where the errors were. Our analysis came back and told us, to the
exact order of magnitude, the likelihood that those faults would affect
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the output. There's no way that you could come up with the exact
number, but as long as you are in the ballpark, you can then convert
it, using the probable correctness model, back to the number of test
cases you would need to catch that fault. If NASA had tested to the
level we said, they would have found the fault. This is the sort of
analysis that has to be done to test the technique.

Follow-up: You said that it took 55 hours on a SPARC II to apply your technique
to 3 to 4 thousand lines of code. Is it something that scales up linearly
or is it a more difficult problem?

Voas: It does not scale up linearly; it is a more difficult problem. 1 would
never tell you to brutely apply it to 1 million lines of code. You
would apply this technique to the parts of your code that are most
critical; namely the parts where you want to make sure there are no
errors hiding.

SOFTWARE QUALITY: PROCESS OR PEOPLE
presented by Regina Palmer, Martin Marietta Astronautics

Palmer, a staff quality engineer, presented her perspective on software quality: "Is it due
to process Or people?" She claims that a defined process is necessary for quality, but
without the right people working with that process, there may be no benefit to having it at

all. She based this statement on her experience examining R years of data collected from
six software development projects.

Palmer described the involvement of the Quality Assurance (QA) organization through-
out the development life cycle in her environment: They start with the beginning of the
project during process definition and develop a quality plan. At requirements time, QA
reviews the requirements and ensures that they are traceable from the customer-level
document and that they are complete, understandable, testable, and traceable. They fol-
low through design, participate in design walkthroughs as an independent evaluator, and
check that the code follows the design.

The projects Palmer studied were compared on the basis of

« Involvement of the developers with the process definition
«  Stability of the requirements

« Thoroughness of the unit and system test

« Degree of quality oversight

+ Variance from schedule

« Meeting budget and expected productivity

The first project, the only successful one of the six, was a critical software project
involving the safety of the astronauts. It had a well-defined process, very stable require-
ments, thorough testing, and met its schedule and planned productivity level. [t was
developed by experienced people.

The other five projects, which Palmer defined as ranging from "unsuccessful” to
vdisastrous," had varying difficulties. For example, on four of the five projects the
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process was imposed; there was little or no involvement from the developers in defining
the process. Other problem characteristics were that the requirements were only stable in
two out of five projects; adequate testing was performed in one out of five projects; and
quality assurance was only performed in two out of five. The impact to these projects
was that delivery dates were missed and planned productivity levels were not met.
Software did not meet requirements and software was delivered with known errors.
According to data collected on these projects, the quality of the software produced did
not correlate to the experience of the developer.

Palmer concluded with some lessons learned: Everyone has to be involved when the pro-
cess is defined. Everyone has to agree with and abide by it. Get rid of people who are
not cooperative. It is necessary to have the right people for the job. The right people
may be experienced engineers or recent graduates.

All the metrics collected from these six projects were collected at the end of the projects
using a tool called the "Software Quality Assurance Interactive Database," which was
developed by Palmer's coauthor, Modenna LaBaugh. Palmer felt the tool was very
effective but believes it would have been better to collect the data earlier in the projects'
life cycle when there would have been a chance to correct problems.

Question: In defining your process, do you have a standard process that you
tailor for use on each of the programs, or did you start from ground
zero each time?

Palmer: We have a standard process that we tailor. We have standards and
procedures that give you the minimum requirements. We have one
for programs that are small, medium, and large. We pick the one
based on size and tailor it for that program.

Follow-up: And, how do you get everyone involved in the process?

Palmer: To get everyone involved in the process we have a "tabletop” to dis-
cuss and write the first draft of the process document and pass it out
to be reviewed by all program members. That document is done by a
few people, Software Lead, Quality, Configuration Management, and
Test. They do the initial draft and include the generic things that have
to be there. Then we have another tabletop, attended by all members
of the group, to discuss the process and get agreement on the process.
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Session 6: Software Engineering Issues in NASA

PROFILE OF NASA SOFTWARE ENGINEERING: LESSONS LEARNED
FROM BUILDING THE BASELINE

presented by Dana Hall, Science Applications International Corporation

Dana Hall presented his experiences and highlights of the data he gathered while building
the baseline of software engineering within NASA. This work is being sponsored by the
NASA Software Engineering Program as the first essential step in establishing a long-
term evolutionary improvement program for software engineering organizations within
NASA.

Hall explained that obtaining a baseline understanding of the current software products
and software engineering practices is a mandatory first step of any process improvement
program. The goal is to understand; not to judge right or wrong. This measured under-
standing is then used to identify and define potential process improvements and to later
measure improvement progress. Although his presentation mainly focused on the initial
baselining effort, he pointed out that the understanding part of the process improvement
paradigm is ongoing; in a continuously improving organization, baselining should be
done periodically to measure change.

He cited four categories of data of interest: Product data that provide end item charac-
teristics; process data that describe how the end item is developed and maintained; envi-
ronment information that describes how the process is supported by tools and infrastruc-
ture; and application domain information that describes the type of work being done,
providing an essential context for interpreting the other data. He then presented several
examples from the baseline of NASA/Goddard. For example, a surprisingly large
amount, 33%, of the 12,000 people who work at Goddard work on software. He esti-
mates that Goddard presently has about 43 million SLOC in operational use. He also
presented information regarding language usage and effort distribution across software
engineering activities.

Hall pointed out that data availability is often an indicator of process maturity of an orga-
nization. It is often very difficult to capture the data that you want. His experience indi-
cates that you can capture information on languages, budgets, and amounts of software
with an accuracy of +/-25%, but that less tangible data such as effort distribution by
phase, error statistics, productivity, investment in overhead functions, and software
longevity can be captured with an accuracy of only +/-50%.

Hall used a combination of four methods to gather the information: administered sur-
veys, informal roundtable discussions, data and documentation review, and one-on-one
interviews. He shared several key insights that he gained from this experience. He
stressed the need to prototype the survey instrument and to make the responses quantities
or checkmarks. He also stressed the importance of using a small team to gather the data
(1 or 2 people who are familiar with the organization, e.g., NASA). One team member
met with each respondent, listened to their responses and indicated the proper response
on the survey form. This ensured consistency in the data and reduced misinterpretations
of the questions or answers. Directed sampling produced the best results, starting with
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key senior managers and then sampling the "software pockets" within the organization to
cross-verify the results. Hall typically samples 10% of the software people.

Hall pointed out that baselining is not free, but that it is not terribly expensive either; 18
staff-months were spent over a 12-month period to produce the Goddard baseline.
Activities included survey development and testing, data gathering, data archiving, data
analysis and information extraction, and reporting the results.

In summary, Hall reviewed several lessons learned. It's important to be objective at all
times; learn, don't qualify. Be sure to gather the perspectives of those in different roles
within the organization, such as managers, developers, testers; this provides cross-verifi-
cation of the data. Layer the baselining, starting at the top and working down through the
organization; only go as deep as you need. When you are finished, give the organization
the opportunity to review your findings, but don't compromise them. Organizations don't
like to be surprised, and the review will provide one last check for oversights. Finally,
use a combination of methods to gather the information and data; it's the only way to suc-
cessfully gather relatively accurate baseline data and information.

IMPACT OF ADA IN THE FLIGHT DYNAMICS DIVISION:
EXCITEMENT AND FRUSTRATION

presented by John Bailey, Software Metrics, Inc.

John Bailey reported the results of an independent assessment that he has conducted over
the past year to determine the future of Ada in the Flight Dynamics Division (FDD) at
NASA/Goddard. The FDD began investigating Ada in 1985 with the expectation that
they would fully transition to Ada within 10 years. But today, 9 years later, only 15% of
the new code is being written in Ada. Bailey was to determine why and whether the
FDD should abandon or continue to pursue Ada.

Bailey reflected that the FDD originally pursued Ada because it was expected to be
“more that just another language:" it was expected to drive an integrated well-defined
software engineering process and lead to a major culture change; it would help build
better products, specifically by reducing life-cycle cost and schedule and by reducing
errors.

Over the past 9 years, the FDD has delivered approximately 1 million SLOC in Ada; they
delivered 11 systems, all satellite data simulation systems developed and operated on
VAX computers. The organization's goals with regard to Ada gradually changed over
this time period, beginning with familiarization and moving on to reuse, cost, generalized
systems, and process.

Bailey reported that measurements taken on the projects show promise. Process mea-
surements show a maturing use of Ada language features and evidence that a true process
change has occurred. Product measures indicate significantly increased reuse, lower
error rates, shorter project durations, and lower delivery cost when comparing recent Ada
projects to the 1985 FDD FORTRAN baseline. However, FORTRAN systems show
nearly the same degree of improvement over this same time period. The data also show
that it costs more to develop a new statement in Ada than in FORTRAN, but that the cost
to deliver a statement of Ada is lower due to high reuse.

Bailey was quick to point out, however, that although both Ada and FORTRAN systems
were reaping similar benefits from high reuse which is rooted in object orientation, the
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implementation approaches were distinctly different. In the Ada systems, generalized
reusable components were implemented as Ada generics facilitating reuse through
parameterized instantiation within the reusing system. Conversely, in the FORTRAN
systems, generalized components were written to handle all foreseen cases and isolated in
large independent modules that are linked with system-specific code to form the reusing
system. Although both approaches have led to faster, better, and cheaper development of

new systems, the FORTRAN reusable components have required more maintenance.

With such promising results, why didn't Ada flourish in the Division? Bailey explained
that other unanticipated factors had derailed progress. System performance of the Ada
systems turned out to be a major issue. Little attention was paid to performance while
building the early Ada simulators, because performance had never before been an issue
for the FDD. But the early Ada simulators ran much slower than their FORTRAN coun-
terparts, giving users a very bad first impression of Ada. Ada still suffers from this bad
reputation today, even though the problems have been corrected and current simulators
outperform most previous FORTRAN simulators.

In addition, limited vendor support for Ada development environments hampered efforts
to expand use of Ada. The FDD began developing systems using a DEC Ada envi-
ronment in 1985 with the hopes of expanding within 5 years to the IBM mainframe
environment (where most of the large FDD systems are built and operated). DEC Ada
provided good tools and adequate performance; but several in-house evaluations of com-
pilers and tools for the mainframe proved them to have a very limited set of immature
tools that were hard to use. Thus, it was impossible to begin to transition Ada to the
mainframes as planned in 1990, and even today, Ada cannot be used in the FDD (main-
frame) operational environment.

With VAX Ada systems reaping the benefits of high reuse and with the inability to
expand to the mainframe environment, the amount of new code written in Ada declined
dramatically, leveling off at 15% with about 25-30% of the staff having had exposure to
Ada. When asked about their language of choice, developers cited existing reusable code
as the main driver for language choice in general; some regarded Ada as just another lan-
guage, while others declared Ada to have clear advantages, but noting that Ada requires
more tool support than other languages.

Looking at all of the evidence, Bailey concluded that Ada had a major impact on the
EDD. Even though the language itself had not been widely adopted, Ada concepts (e.g.,
generalization, object-oriented design, domain analysis, information hiding) laid the
foundation for broad process improvements. A healthy competition between FORTRAN
and Ada developers stimulated the infusion of Ada concepts into the FORTRAN projects
resulting in across-the-board improvements. Bailey attributed this phenomenon (o the
strong emphasis on process and continuous improvement in the organization's culture.

In conclusion, Bailey recommended that Ada should not be mandated in the FDD,
because there is no pressing need for a common language as there is in DoD, for
example. Also, the FDD builds systems that are fairly small (200 KSLOC) compared to
the 1 million-line systems that Ada was designed to support. But Ada should not be
abandoned either; it should be used as any other method or tool when appropriate. Over
the coming year, Bailey will be developing guidelines for when Ada should be used
within the FDD. He concluded by pointing out that one of the expected major benefits of
Ada, lower maintenance COSts OVer the long-term, has not been tested in the FDD
because, due to the mainframe situation, Ada is used primarily for the throwaway

simulators rather than the longer-lived ground support systems.
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Question: How were the FORTRAN projects able to apply Ada concepts, since
FORTRAN doesn't support them?

Bailey: FORTRAN doesn't enforce good software engineering practices as
Ada does, but FORTRAN does allow them—_there is nothing in the
language that prevents the use of information hiding, for example.
Parnas was doing information hiding in FORTRAN in the 1970s.
Process was the key to this. The evidence here seems to indicate that
when an organization has a strong process, it can afford a wider
choice of languages.

SOFTWARE ENGINEERING TECHNOLOGY TRANSFER:
UNDERSTANDING THE PROCESS

presented by Marvin V. Zelkowitz, University of Maryland

Marv Zelkowitz summarized his findings thus far from a study of technology transfer
practices and policies within NASA. This work is being sponsored by the NASA
Software Engineering Program in an effort to characterize how software engineering
technology is transferred within the Agency.

His study addressed two fundamental issues. First, to determine how NASA technology
transfer is intended to occur, i.e., what are the official mechanisms and organizations that
have been established to facilitate technology transfer. Second, to determine how tech-
nology transfer actually occurs, by examining instances of successful technology transfer
within NASA. The study considered all technologies that are used to build software, but
its primary focus was on tools and processes developed specifically to support software
engineering activities. :

Zelkowitz surveyed a broad-based group of software engineering professionals to iden-
tify software engineering technologies of interest. When asked to list the top five tech-
nologies that have had the greatest impact on their Jobs since 1980, they most often cited
workstations and PCs, object-oriented methods, GUIs, process models, and networks.
NASA software engineers identified the same set, but also included measurement.
Zelkowitz noted that of this group of responses only object-oriented methods, process
models, and software measurement are limited to the software engineering field.

Zelkowitz reported that NASA views technology transfer as a critical part of its mis-
sion—to transfer to industry useful technologies that are developed through space
research. Thus, NASA's official technology transfer mechanisms focus on the transfer of
aerospace and engineering technologies out of the Agency. Little attention is paid to the
infusion of technology into the Agency; it's left up to the individual project personnel to
stay aware of and use the best processes and technologies available to do their jobs.
However, with shrinking budgets and NASA's current “faster, better, cheaper" emphasis,
technology infusion will become a critical element of the improvement programs that
will achieve these goals.

In addition, he pointed out that most technologies transferred in the engineering disci-
plines are product oriented, meaning that the process is packaged as part of the product.
But in software engineering, processes that describe the actions to take are as important
as the tools that are used; for example, inspections, object-oriented design, or Cleanroom
methodology. Thus, a successful technology transfer model for software engineering
technologies must address a process as well as a product.
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To understand the process of transferring software engineering technologies, he used a
directed study within NASA to identify instances of successful technology transfer
within, into, or out of NASA. He reported on the first stage of this work, where he
focused on studying technology infusion into NASA. His preliminary results, based on
four example software engineering technologies (Ada, object-oriented design, Cleanroom
methodology, and formal inspections) that have been successfully transferred into spe-

cific NASA organizations, indicate that there are two distinct stages in the infusion pro-

cess: understanding and transition.

The understanding stage is when the consumer organization is learning about the tech-
nology, by experimenting and conducting pilot projects; this stage usually takes about 2.5
years. The transition stage involves phasing the new technology into full use in the orga-
nization for suitable projects; this stage lasts at least as long as the understanding stage,
but can last much longer depending on the degree of change to the software development
process in practice in the organization. In all cases, people-contact seemed to be the
main transfer agent of change. Forward-thinking individuals within the organizations
became aware of the technologies through professional papers, journals, or conferences
and introduced the technology to their organization. In cases where personal contact was
made with the technology developer and they were involved in the transfer process, the
understanding time was shorter.

Zelkowitz closed by cautioning that his results are still preliminary and that he expects 10
Jearn much more as he continues this study during the coming year.
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Quality Improvement Paradigm |
| in the SEL /2 &’é_,

Victor R. Basili
Institute for Advanced Computer Studies

Department of Computer Science
University of Maryland

_ The Software Engineering laboratory uses a paradigm for improving the software process and
m * product, called the Quality Improvement Paradigm [Ba85, BaRo88]. But this paradigm has
- evolved over the past 18 years, along with our software development processes and product. Since
' 1976, when we first began the SEL, we have learned a great deal about improving the software '
* process and product, making a great many mistakes along the way. For example, we tried to assess
the quality of our processes and products before we understood what they were. When trying to
understand, we were data driven rather than goal and model driven. We tried to use other people’s
models to explain our environment rather than recognizing we had to build models of our own

environment before we could compare it with others.

"

The learning process has been more evolutionary than revolutionary. We have generated lessons
learned that have been packaged into our processes, products and organizational structure over the
years. We have used the SEL as a laboratory to build models, test hypotheses. We have used the
University to test high risk ideas and develop technologies, methods and theories when necessary.
We have learned what worked and didn’t work, applied ideas when applicable and kept the
business going with an aim at continually improving and leamning.

This paper offers a personal perspective on how our approach to quality improvement has evolved
over time and where I think we are evolving. I will try to carry you through various phases of our
evolutionary learning process, arbitrarily breaking the learning into five year periods. showing you
some of the things we did wrong and what caused us to change our ideas. I will use the Quality
Improvement Paradigm steps themselves, as it presently stands, as a guidelines to how our
thinking evolved based upon experiences in the SEL.

But first, let me give you the Quality Improvement Paradigm, as it is currently defined. In its full
\ version, it can be broken up into six steps:

\

b ]

1. Characterize the current project and its environment with respect to the
appropriate models and metrics.

2. Set the quantifiable goals for successful project performance and improvement.

3. Choose the appropriate process model and supporting methods and tools for
this project.

4. Execute the processes, construct the products, collect, validate and analyze
the data to provide real-time feedback for corrective action.

5. Analyze the data to evaluate the current practices, determine problems, record
findings, and make recommendations for future project improvements.

3%
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6. Package the experience in the form of updated and refined models and other
forms of structured knowledge gained from this and prior projects and save it in an
experience base to be reused on future projects.

We often use a shortened version of the paradigm which is defined as three steps: understand,
assess, and package. These steps can be mapped onto the six steps by noting that understand is
step 1, assess is steps 2 through 5 and package is step 6.

Each of these steps changed over time, either in how we defined them or how we implemented
them. Characterization went from collecting metrics to defining baselines to building models. Goal
setting started out as simply data collection, evolved to being goal driven and finally goal and
model driven, i.e., data collected based upon goals and quantifiable models. The processes,
methods and technologies available in the process selection step evolved from combinations of
heuristic methods, to well-defined technologies, to high impact, combinations of integrated
technologies, methods, and life cycle models, to the evolving and tailoring processes to the
situation. During process execution, we moved from loosely monitored projects to closely
monitored projects with well defined feedback loops. In the beginning we collected too much data,
independent of the process. Later data became embedded in the process. The types of analysis we
performed in the beginning were correlations and regressions, and we have evolved to other forms
of model building, based upon the nature of the software engineering data, and to the use of
qualitative analysis. Packaging began as recording and generating lessons leamed but evolved to
focused tailored packages that were integrated into the development processes. We started by
packaging defect and resource baselines and product characteristics and have been evolving to
seeking the relationship between process and product characteristics.

1976 - 1980

What we did _

We began the SEL in 1976. At that time, the paradigm looked like:

1. ChareeterizefUnderstand Apply Models -

2. SetGesals Measure

3. SeleetProeess Study Process

. 4. Execute Process

5. Analyze Data Only

6. Peekage Record
We tried to characterize and understand by using other people’s models. For example we spent a
great deal of time trying to apply such models as the Rayleigh curve model of resource allocation,
reliability growth models, etc. without asking ourselves if they were appropriate for our particular
environment.

We decided on measurement as an abstraction mechanism and developed data collection forms and
measurement tools. We collected data from half a dozen projects for a simple data base and we
defined the GQM as in informal mechanism to help us organize the data around the study of defects

[BaWe84].
It had not really occurred to us to select process as we did not yet understand that process was a

variable that needed to be selected and tailored to the environment. This was because we had not
yet understood our environment sufficiently. So we started to study process, applied heuristically
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defined combinations of existing processes and began to run controlled experiments at the
university with students.

During development, data collection was an add-on activity and was loosely monitored. We
analyzed data only and began to build baselines and looked for correlations. We recorded what we

.

found, built defect baselines and resource models and measured project characteristics.

What we Learned

During this period we learned that we needed to better understand the environment, projects,
processes, products, etc. We needed to build our own models to understand and characterize our
environment, we could not just use other people’s models. Those models were built for their
environments and could not be generalized easily.

We learned that we needed to understand what factors create similarities and differences among
projects so we know the appropriate model to apply. This included the need to understand how to
choose the right processes in order to create the desired product characteristics.

We realized that evaluation and feedback are necessary for project control and that data collection
has to be goal driven; we could not just collect data and then figure out what to do with it.

From our perspective, the major improvement technology that emerged from this period was the
Goal/Question/Metric Paradigm, even though it was still quite primitive.

An Example

As an example of what we learned, we tried to apply the 40/20/40 rule in SEL. It had been reported
by Boehm [Bo73] that approximately 40% of project resources were expended in analysis and
design, 20% in code, and 40% in checkout and test. Shortly thereafter, Walston and Felix reported
that in IBM/FSD, 35% of the resources were expended in analysis and design, 30% in code, 25%
in checkout and test and 10% in other, which clearly violated the 40/20/40 rule [WaFe77]. Butin
the SEL, we were collecting two types of resource data, phase data and activity data. The phase
data represented milestone data. That is, analysis and design data represented the resources
expended up to the design review milestone (CDR). The activity data represented what a developer
did each week, e.g., 20 hours designing, 10 hours coding, 5 hours in training, 5 hours in travel.
Using the phase data, we found that 20% of the resources were expended in analysis and design,
45% in code, 28% in checkout and test and 5% in other, while using the activity data, we found
that 21% of the resources were expended in analysis and design, 28% in code, 23% in checkout
and test and 27% in other.

TRW IBM SEL
Phase Activity
Analysis/Design 40% 35% 20% 21%
Code 20 30 45 28
Checkout/Test 40 25 28 23
Other 10 5 27
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Table 1. Resource Allocation Data

It became clear that the data from the other environments represented phase data rather than activity
data since they did not collect activity data. It also was clear that each of the organizations defined
their milestones and phases differently, so each organization has a different model for resource
allocation and it is hard to compare them. Phase data is highly dependent on how an organization
defines its milestones. Since phase data and activity data represent two entirely different things, it
is not clear what the activity data look like in these other organizations. It should be noted that this
example represents an argument why it would be very difficult to build a national data base across
environments and share and compare data.

1981 - 1985 !
What we did

In the early eighties, the paradigm had evolved to look more like:
1. Characterize/Understand
2. Set Goals
3. Select Process
4. Execute Process
5. Analyze

6. Package Record

To characterize and understand the environment we built our own baselines/models of cost,
defects, process, etc. We began to set goals for all data collected and expanded our definition of the
GQM to perform studies across multiple areas and projects. We began to incorporate subjective
metrics into our measurement process. To help us select process we experimented with well
defined technologies and began experiments with high impact technology sets, e.g., Ada & OOD.
During project execution, we collected less data than we had before and moved the data from a file
system to a commercial, relational data base. We began to understand how to combine some of our
off-line controlled experiments with the case studies in the SEL. We shifted the analysis emphasis
to the process and its relation to product characteristics. We recorded lessons learned, and began

formalizing processes, products, knowledge and quality models.

What we Learned

During this period we learned that software development follows an experimental paradi gm,ie.,
you need to set your goals up front and check that you are achieving those goals. The design of
experiments is an important part of improvement and evaluation and feedback are necessary for
learning. We also learned that we needed to better understand relationships between various kinds
of experiences, e.g., the relationship between processes and the set of product characteristics it
evokes or the resources required to perform it, the relationship between component size and
complexity and defect rate. To do this process, product, and quality models need to be better
defined, experimentally tested, and improved.

We learned that reusing experience in the form of processes, products, and other forms of
knowledge is essential for improvement. We need to leam what works and what does not work

and what needs to be modified and what needs to be thrown out. At the same time we need to
experiment with new technologies, motivated by our experiences.

By this time, we had more data than we knew what to do with them, but we did not have the data

SEW Proceedings 42 SEL-93-003

"oy

e

CUIUELT p e mr—



we needed to help us interpret what was happening. We learned that you can drown in too much
data, especially if you don’t have goals. Besides having a good data base, you need to store your
models as well as your data

An Example

As an example of demonstrating that we need to understand the relationship between variables,
consider the study in the SEL where we compared fault rate with component size and complexity.
In a study in the early eighties, we found that the simple minded view that defect rate increases
with size did not hold in the SEL environment. In fact, we found the opposite for the actual data
we had available for study [BaPe84]. We believe this relationship is due to the fact that interface
defects dominate the problem of the complexity of the individual component, when components are
small.

On the other hand, we have hypothesized that as the size grows beyond the developer’s ability to
cope with its size and complexity, the complexity of the individual component will dominate the
complexity of the interface and fault rate will again grow.

Believed ...

Actual /

------- / Hypothesized

Fault
Rate

Size/Complexity

Figure 1. Relationship between Fault Rate and Size or Complexity
We have since found support for the first statement, i.e., fault rate decrease with size and
complexity in data from several companies. This result was a surprise at the time since most people
believed that smaller components were better. However. the relationship between size and fault rate
appears not to be that simple.
1986 - 1990
What we did

It was in this period that the QIP took its current form, recording being changed to packaging.
1. Characterize/Understand
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2. Set Goals

3. Select/Tailor Process
4. Execute Process

5. Analyze

6. Package

To characterize and understand we worked on capturing experience through models. Goals and
models became the commonplace driver of measurement and we built SME [Va87], a model-based
experience base with dozens of projects. We began to tailor and evolve high impact technologies
based on experience, e.g., Cleanroom, and experimentation and feedback became an integral part
of the QIP. During process execution, we embedded the data collection process into the
development processes and more closely monitored projects, especially those where we were
experimenting with new approaches.We began to demonstrate various (process, product)
relationships, e.g., the effect of a particular method on defect reduction. We developed focused
tailored packages, e.g., generic code components, and leamed to transfer technology better
through organizational structure, experimentation, and evolutionary culture change.

What we Learned

We leamned that experience needs to be evaluated, tailored, and packaged for reuse. That is, you
just cannot write lessons learned documents, you have to analyze and synthesize what has been
learned and integrate it into the existing knowledge so that it is usable by future projects. This
requires organizational support and resources. ' '

A variety of experiences can be reused, e.g., process, product, resource, defect and quality
models. But processes must be put in place to support the reuse of experience and the development
process must be modified to take advantage of reusable experiences. Experiences can be packaged
in a variety of ways, e.g., equations, histograms, algorithms.

Packaged experiences need to be integrated. When introducing a new process, an organization
needs to make sure it fits and is supported by the other processes being used, that is, it needs to
understand the relationship between various changes in the parameters in one model and the effect
on another model. If I modify my reading technology, what will be the effect on the class of
defects I find, the resources allocated for rework,etc.

There is a tradeoff between reuse and impro?érﬁéjlt.,livolution is slow as I cannot introduce t0o
much change at one time. When I do introduce change, I loose experience and predictability. On
the other hand, processes have to be changed to cope with the continuously growing need for
quality.

During this period we evolved the GQM to include templates and models [BaRo88] and formalized
the organization via the Experience Factory Organization [Ba89).

An Example

To demonstrate that how a technology is packaged and integrated has a strong effect on its
effectiveness, consider our experiences with evaluating and integrating reading technology.

We ran a controlled experiment comparing equivalence partitioning testing, structural testing, and
reading by step-wise abstraction[BaSe87]. Reading was found to be more effective and efficient
than testing in uncovering defects. Based upon these results, we put reading into practice as a
technology in the SEL. But we found that reading had little effect on defects. This appeared to be
because the readers did not read well because they knew they were going to test and believed that,
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in spite of the experimental results, testing was better. Our belief that reading is more effective
when not followed by developer testing motivated our use of the Cleanroom approach
(SeBaBa87]. When embedded in the Cleanroom approach, reading did demonstrate a substantial
lowering of defect rates.

1991 - 1995

What we are doing

This bring us up to the current time. The current evolution of the QIP appears to be aimed at
instantiating the steps, making them more specific, providing details, and developing support
technologies.

To characterize and understand the project and environment, we are building a repository of
(process,product) relationship models that characterize the SEL environment. We are working on
automating the GQM in order to support the setting of goals. We are studying what experience is
exportable to other environments in help other organizations take advantage of our process
experience We are working on building models to measure process conformance and domain
understanding.

During execution of the processes, we are working to capture the details of experience by
providing more interaction between developers and experimenters and more effective feedback
mechanism. This will help us to evolve processes that are more focused and detailed for our local
needs and goals.

We are building qualitative analysis approaches to extract our experiences and provide input to the
data models. We continue to evolve SME and we continue the evolution and packaging of the
Experience Factory Organization.

Many of the current, specific SEL activities are covered in this workshop proceedings. However,
there are more global SEL activities aimed at evolving the application of the QIP to other
organizations. These activities concern packaging the SEL organizational experience for other
groups in NASA, understanding whether and how to move activities to common use, and better
integrating reuse into the development process

The research activities are based upon instantiating the steps of the Quality Improvement Paradigm

by providing support technologies and automation, and integrating the various activities.
Where the research is going

The table below shows some of our current research interests aimed at instantiating the Quality
Improvement Paradigm.

Step Studies / Research Projects
Characterize Perform domain analysis to identify similar projects using techniques
appropriate for SE data
Set goals Automate the model-based GQM as much as possible
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Choose process Develop technologies tailorable to the specific project needs
Execute processes Build a more powerful, flexible experience base

Analyze data Leamn how to run more efficient experiments and combine controlled
experiments with case studies

Package experience Build better models and modeling notations

Table 2: Instantiating the Quality Improvement Paradigm

Example research projects

To give some specific examples of research projects, let us consider three: the work on domain
analysis, reading technologies, and empirical modeling.

Domain Analysis

How do you recognize which projects are most like yours in order to use the experiences from
these projects to allow you to build models, choose similar process, etc.?

We have established procedures to identify and analyze software domains within and across
organizations so that opportunities for reuse of experiences may be identified [Lionel Briand]. This
has entailed defining both an experience-based procedure taking advantage of intuition and expert
knowledge as well as a data-based procedure for when data is available.

Validation S :
We are using both procedures to identify domains within NASA, and have analyzed data within the
SEL data base to determine whether or not our assumptions are supported locally.

Focused Tailored Reading Techniques
How do you tailor a.prooess to the project goals and local organizational characteristics?

Have developed scenario-based technologies for reading various documents that are tailorable and
can be focused for the particular environment. As an example, we have developed several model-
based scenarios that take advantage of local knowledge and technical models to define a technology
for reading. For example, defect-based reading is based upon the different defect classes, e.g.,
missing functionality, data type inconsistencies, in a requirements document that have been found
in requirements [BaWe81].

We have run a couple of controlled experiments that show that defect-Based reading is significantly
more effective that ad hoc reading or checklists [PoVo94].
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Empirical Modeling: Optimized Set Reduction

Problem Addressed:

How do you build empirical models that allow you to define interpretable, accurate, easy to use
and automate modeling procedures that take into account the specific constraints of software
engineering data?

Current Status:

OSR has been developed based on pattern matching; searching for similar experiences in the data
set and the use of non-parametric statistics. There are no functional assumptions made; the
approach handles interactions and inter dependencies among variables, and no “learning”
parameters need to be tuned before hand.

Validation:

We have shown OSR to be easier to interpret and more accurate than regression and tree-based
approaches for cost modeling and defective module prediction [BrBaTh92, BrBaHe93]. A
prototype tool exists and a commercial tool is under development.

Conclusion

Over the past 18 years we have learned a great deal about software improvement. Our learning
process has been continuous and evolutionary like the evolution of the software development
process itself. We have packaged what we have learned into our process, product and
organizational structure. This evolution is supported by the symbiotic relationship between
research and practice. It is based upon a belief that software engineering is a laboratory science. As
such it involves the interaction of research and application, experimentation and development. Itis
a relationship that requires patience and understanding on both sides, but when nurtured, really
pays dividends!
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The Maturing of the
Quality Improvement Paradigm
in the SEL

Victor R. Basili
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Maturing the Improvement Paradigm
Since 1976

in 18 years have learned a great deal, e.g.,

tried to assess, before understanding

were data driven rather than goal and model driven

tried to use other people’s models to explain our environment
Learning process has been more evolutionary than revolutionary
Generated lessons learned that have been packaged into our

process, product and organizational structure

Used the SEL as a laboratory to build models, test hypotheses,

Used the University to test high risk ideas

Developed technologies, methods and theories when necessary
Learned what worked and didn't work, applied ideas when applicable
Kept the business going with an aim at improvement, learning

Talk offers my perspective on
how we have evolved
and where we are going
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Maturing the Improvement Paradigm
Quality Improvement Paradigm

Characterize the current project and its environment with respect to the
appropriate models and metrics.

Set the quantifiable goals for successful project performance and
improvement.

Choose the appropriate process mode! and supporting methods and tools
for this project.

Execute the processes, construct the products, collect, validate and
analyze the data to provide real-time feedback for corrective action.

Analyze the data to evaluate the current practices, determine probiems,
record findings, and make recommendations for future project
improvements.

Package the experience in the form of updated and refined models and
other forms of structured knowledge gained from this and prior projects and
save it in an experience base to be reused on future projects.

Maturing the Improvement Paradigm
Major Activity Evolution

Characterize
metrics ----> baselines ----> models

Set Goals
data driven ----> goal driven ----> goal/model driven

Select Process
heuristic  ----> defined ----> high impact ----> evolving
combinations technologies combinations processes

Execute Process
add-on data collection ----> less data ----> data embedded in process

foosely monitored ----> closely monitored/feedback

Analyze
correlations ----> regressions ----> model ----> qualitative analysis
Package 7
recording ---->lessons leamed ----> focussed tailored packages
defect ---->resources ----> product ----» process x product
baselines modeis characteristics relationships
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Maturing the improvement Paradigm
1976 - 1980

Apply Models
Looked at other people's models, e.g., Raleigh curve, MTTF models

Set-Goals Measurement
Decided on measurement as an abstraction mechanism
Developed data collection forms and measurement tool
Collected data from half a dozen projects for a simple data base
Defined the GOM to help us organize the data around a particular study

Study Process
Used heuristically defined combinations of existing processes
Ran controlled experiments at the University

Execute Process
Data collection was an add-on activity and was loosely monitored

Analyze Data Only
Mostly build baselines and looked for correlations

Record
Recorded what we found, build defect baselines and resource models

Maturing the Improvement Paradigm
1976 - 1980

Learned
Need to better understand environment, projects, processes, products, etc.

Need to build our own models to understand and characterize
- can't just use other people’s models

Need to understand the factors that create similarities and differences
among projects so we know the appropriate model to apply

Need to understand how to choose the right processes to create the desired
product characteristics

Evaluation and feedback are necessary for project control

Data collection has to be goal driven o
- can't just collect data and then figure out what to do with it

Developed the Goal/Question/Metric Paradigm
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Maturing the Improvement Paradigm
1976 - 1980

Trying to Apply the 40/20/40 Rule in SEL

TRW IBM SEL
Phase Activity
Design 40%  35% 20% 21%
Code 20 30 45 28
Checkout/Test 40 25 28 23
Other 10 5 27

The 40/20/40 rule does not apply to us
The rule does not imply what you may think

Effort

\_

Maturing the Improvement Paradigm
198%-19

Applying a resoute AlfbRation Model

Actual Data

Time

Need to understand the local context
Local context makes a big difference

j
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Maturing the Improvement Paradigm
1981 - 1985

Charaeterize/Understand
Built our own baselines/models of cost, defects, process, eic.

Set Goals
Began to set goals and defined the GQM to study multiple areas
Began to incorporate subjective metrics into our measurement process

Select Process
Experimented with well defined technologies
Began experiments with high impact technology sets, e.g., Ada & OOD

Execute Process ]
Be?an 1o understand how to combine experiments and case studies
Collected less data and stored it in a relational data base

Analyze
hitted emphasis to process and its relation 1o product characteristics

Record
Recorded lessons learned ,
Began formalizing process, product, knowledge and quality models

Maturing the Improvement Paradigm
1981 - 1985

Learned
Software development follows an experimental Paradigm, ie.,
Design of experiments is an important part of improvement
Evaluation and feedback are necessary for leaming
Need to experiment with new technologies

Need to learn about relationships
- process, product, and quality models need to be better defined

Reusing experience in the form of processes, products, and other forms of
knowledge is essential for improvement

Can drown in too much data, especially if you don't have goals

Need a data base and you need to store your models as well as your data

Developed the QIP as:
Characterize, Set goals, Choose process, Execute, Analyze, and Record
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Maturing the Improvement Paradigm \
1981-1985

Measuring Fault Rate against Size and Complexity

Believed
Fault
Rate Actual
Hypothesized
Size/Complexity
We need to understand the relationship among variables
The relationship between fault rate and size is non-linear

Maturing the Improvement Paradigm
1986 - 1990

Characterize/Understand
Worked on capturing experience in models

Set Goals '
Goals and Models became the commonplace driver of measurement
Built SME, a model-based experience base with dozens of projects

Select Process
Tailored and evolved the high impact technologies based on experience
Experimentation and feedback became and integral part of the QIP

Execute Process
Embedded data into the processes and closely monitored study projects

Analyze
. Demonstrated various (process, product) relationships

Package
Developed focussed tailored packages, e.g., generic code components
Learned to transfer technology better through organizational structure,
experimentation, and evolutionary culture change
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Maturing the Improvement Paradigm
1986 - 1990

Learned
Experience needs to be evaluated, tailored, and packaged for reuse
There is a tradeoff between reuse and improvement
Software processes must be put in place to support the reuse of experience

A variety of experiences can be reused, e.g., process, product, resource,
defect and quality models

Experiences can be packaged in a variety of ways, e.g., equations,
histograms, algorithms

Packaged experiences need to be integrated

Reformulated QIP as:
Characterize, Set goals, Choose process, Execute, Analyze, and Package

Evolved GOM to include templates and models
Formalized the organization via the Experience Factory Organization

Maturing the Improvement Paradigm
1986 - 1990

Evaluating and Integrating Reading

Testing vs. Reading experiment
Reading more effective and efficient than testing

Reading in Practice
Reading had little effect

Reading as part of Cleanroom at the University
Reading had a high impact

Reading as part of Cleanroom in the SEL
Reading had a high impact

How a technology Is packaged and integrated has a strong effect
Reading more effective when not followed by testing
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Maturing the Improvement Paradigm

1990 - 1995
Characterize
Building (process product) relationship models
Set Goals
Automating the GQM

Select Process
Study what expenence is exportable : )
Study process conformance and domain understanding

Execute Process ) ) )
Capture the details of experience - more interaction between developers

and experimenters - more effective feedback
More focused and detailed on our local needs and goals

Analyz
ualltatwe analysis to extract experiences

Package
Continuing to evolve SME ~
Evolving and packaging the Expenence Factory Organization

Maturing the Improvement Paradigm
1991 - 1995

Many specific actlvmes in the SEL will be covered in thls workshop

SEL activities aimed al evolvmg the apphcatlon of the QIP concern
packaging the SEL organizational experience for NASA
understanding whether and how to move activities to common use
better integrating reuse into the development process

Research activities aimed at evolving the QIP are mostly based upon
instantiating the steps of the Quality Improvement Paradigm
providing support technologies and automation, and
integrating the various activities.
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Maturing the Improvement Paradigm
1991 - 1995

Instantiating the Quality improvement Paradigm

Step Studies / Ressarch Projests

Characterize Perform domain analysis to identify similar projects
using techniques appropriate for SE data

Set goals Automate the model-based GQM as much as
possible

Choose process Develop technologies tailorable to the specific
project needs

Execute processes Build a more powerful, flexible experience base

Analyze data Learn how to run more efficient experiments and
combine controlied experiments with case studies

Package experience Build better models and modeling notations

Maturing the Improvement Paradigm
Domain Analysis

Problem Addressed:

How do you recognize which projects are most like yours to build models,
choose process, efc.?

Current Status:
Establishing procedures to

identify and analyze software domains within and across organizations
so that opportunities for reuse of experiences may be identified.

We have defined
- a data-based procedure
- an experience-based procedure

Validation Strategy:

Identify domains within NASA, analyze data to determine whether or not our
assumptions are supported.

Lionel Briand
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Maturing the Improvement Paradigm
Focused Tailored Reading Techniques

Problem Addressed:

How do you tailor a process to the project goals and local organizational
characteristics?

Current Status:

Have developed scenario-based technologies for reading various documents
that are tailorable and can be focused for the particular environment

Example: Defect-based reading is based upon the different defect classes,
e.g., missing functionality, data fype inconsistencies, in a requirements
document

Validation:

Defect-Based reading has been shown to be significantly much more
effective that ad hoc reading or checklists

Adam Porter, Larry Votta

Maturing the Improvement Paradigm
Empirical Modeling: Optimized Set Reduction

Problem Addressed:

How do you build empirical models that allow you to define interpretable,
accurate, easy to use and automate modeling procedures that take into
account the specific constraints of software engineering data?

Current Status:
OSR has been developed based on o
- pattern matching; searching for similar experiences in the data set
- non-parametric statistics
- no functional assumptions, handles interactions and interdependencies
- No “learning” parameters to be tuned before hand

Validation:

Shown easier to interpret and more accurate than
regression and tree-based approaches
for cost modeling and defective module prediction
Prototype tool exists; commercial tool under development

Lionel Briand, Chet Hetmanski, Bill Thomas
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Maturing the Improvement Paradigm
Conclusion

Over 18 years we have learned a great deal about software improvement

Our learning process has been continuous and evolutionary like the
evolution of the software development process itself

We have packaged what we have learned into our process, product and
organizational structure

The evolution is supported by the symbiotic relationship between
research and practice

It is a relationship that requires patience and understanding on both sides,
but when nurtured, really pays dividends!
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ABSTRACT

This paper discusses return on investment (ROI) generated from software
process improvement programs. It details the steps needed to compute ROI and
compares these steps from the perspective of two process improvement
approaches: the widely known Software Engineering Institute’s Capability
Maturity Model and the approach employed by the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration’s (NASA’s) Software Engineering Laboratory (SEL). -
The paper then describes the specific investments made in the SEL over the past
18 years and discusses the improvements gained from this investment by the

production organization in the SEL.

INTRODUCTION

For many years, various organizations have
put forth significant efforts toward the im-
provement of software process and product.
In recent years, the development of the
Software Engineering Institute’s (SEI)
Capability Maturity Model (CMM) has sig-
nificantly accelerated interest in the overall
improvement process for software. With the
development of this model, software devel-
opment organizations have a relatively clear
definition of recommended approaches for
attaining better and better levels of software
process that, in turn, is expected to result in
better and better software products. After six
years of experience with the application of the
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CMM concept, there still is a shortage of
empirical evidence quantifying the impact of
investments in software process improvement.
In general, there has been significant
uncertainty in the return on investment
stemming from process improvement
activities. As organizations invest resources
in software process improvement efforts, they
need to understand what they are getting for
their money and determine whether there has
been any benefit from this investment.

This paper details the steps needed to com-
pute return on investment (ROI) and com-
pares these steps from the perspective of two
process improvement approaches: the widely
known Software Engineering Institute’s
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Capability Maturity Model and the approach
employed by the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration’s (NASA) Software
Engineering Laboratory (SEL). It then
describes the specific investments made by
the SEL over the past 18 years and discusses
the benefits gained from this investment by
this production organization.

SEL. OVERVIEW

The SEL is an organization sponsored by
NASA's Goddard Space Flight Center
(GSFC) which was created to investigate the
effectiveness of software engineering
technologies when applied to the development
of applications software. The SEL was
established in 1976 and has three primary
organizational members: NASA/GSFC’s
Software Engineering Branch, the University
of Maryland’s Department of Computer
Science, and the Computer Sciences
Corporation’s (CSC’s) Software Engineering
Operation. The goals of the SEL are () to
understand the software development process
in the GSFC environment; (2) to measure the
effect of various methodologies, tools, and
models on this process; and (3) to identify
and then apply successful development
practices.

Within the SEL, over 100 production projects
have been monitored and studied over an 18
year period to assess the impact that process
change has on the developed software
products. These production projects result in
software that is used for ground support for
GSEC missions and is typically used to carry
out all Flight Dynamics functions at the
GSFC. These software projects range in size
from 4 or 5 thousand (K) source lines of
code (SLOC) to over 1 million SLOC, with a
typical size of 100-300 KSLOC.

In carrying out these 100 ‘experiments’ with
software process, the SEL has accumulated
detailed information on specific processes
used for each project as well as the resultant
product characteristics such as cost, error
rates, cycle time, rework required, etc. With
this information, some insight can be gained
into the ROI that is attained with the usage of
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particular process changes within the
environment.

CHARACTERISTICS OF TWO SOFT-
WARE PROCESS IMPROVEMENT
PARADIGMS (CMM AND SEL)

Although the paradigm used by the SEL
differs from the SEI's Capability Maturity
Model (CMM), both approaches share the
underlying principle of continuous, sustained
software process improvement. The CMM
focuses on improving an organization’s
software process by evolving through a series
of maturity levels to attain the ultimate goal,
becoming a continuously improving
organization (‘level 57). At each level, the
organization must meet a set of well-defined
criteria to advance to the next level or beyond.

Within the CMM, an organization strives 0
mature to a continuously improving process.
To do so. the organization must advance
through the following maturity levels
[Reference 1] where the organization’s software
process is defined as:

Level 1 - an ad hoc process

Level 2 - arepeatable and more
disciplined process

Level 3 - a standard, consistent, and
defined process

Level 4 - a predictable and
manageable process

Level 5- an optimizing and continu-

ously improving process

The SEL's process improvement paradigm
consists of a three step iterative process
driven by the specific goals of an organization
(e.g., to decrease average error rates) and the
experience gained from earlier development
efforts (e.g., most errors are interface errors).
These three steps include:

1) Understanding - a baseline of an
organization’s software process and
product is developed. How is the
organization’s software business
done? What is the lifecycle process?
What standards are used? What are
the characteristics of its software
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product (e.g., cost, error rates,
productivity)?

2) Assessing - based on the goals of an
organization (e.g., reduce error rates),
some change is introduced to the
process and the subsequent result of
that change is assessed.

3) Packaging - once improvements have
been identified and verified, they are
packaged in some tangible form (e.g.,
training, standards) and infused back
into the organization’s process.

These three steps are performed
iteratively and continuously over time.

The two process improvement paradigms, the
CMM and SEL, are depicted in Figures 1 and
2, respectively.

HOW IS ROI COMPUTED?

With any process improvement approach, an
organization is eager to determine what it has
gained from its investment. There are five
steps necessary to determine the benefits
gained from investing in software process
improvement. These are:

(1) Define goals. The organization
must set goals for what is to be
improved.

(2) Produce a baseline. The organi-
zation must establish a basic
understanding of its current
software process and product.

(3) Invest in change. To improve
anything, change must first be
made. An investment in this change
must be made.

(4) Assess change. Once a change has
been made, its effects must be
measured to determine if any
improvement has been achieved.

(5) Measure ROI. Has the investment
in process improvement been a
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success? What has the investment
been and what has been gained from
this investment? The ROI must be
measured by (a) determining what
resources have been expended for
software process improvement, (b)
establishing what improvements,
both quantitative and qualitative,
have been achieved, and (c)
determining the difference between
the investment made and the
benefits obtained. Has the
investment been worthwhile?

How are these steps achieved within the
framework of the CMM and SEL process
improvement approaches? Each step is
addressed below from the perspective of both
approaches.

Throughout this paper, ‘process’ refers to the
characteristics of how an organization
develops and maintains software. ‘Process’
includes the organization’s tools, standards,
policies, life cycle, management approaches,
etc. It also includes all measures reflecting
these items such as effort distribution, error
distribution, profile of software change and
growth rate, etc. ‘Product’ refers to the
characteristics of the resultant software
including productivity, reuse levels, error
rates, cycle time to produce, etc.

1 - DEFINING GOALS:

Each organization must set goals for what is
to be improved. With the CMM, the goal is
generalized, i.e., to improve the software pro-
cess. With the SEL, goals are product-driven
and vary from organization to organization.

CMM: There is a generalized, domain-
independent goal that focuses on process.
Every organization strives to improve the
software process and, ultimately, evolve to a
continuously improving, optimizing process
(maturity level 5). Organizations A and B
both try to improve their processes and
become level 5 organizations, thereby
minimizing any risk incurred because of
software development.
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SEL: The emphasis of the SEL approach is
to improve the organization’s software
product. Goals vary from organization to
organization and are driven by product, not
process characteristics. Organization A may
attempt to improve reliability by decreasing
error rates. Organization B may strive to
decrease development cycle time. Goals are
domain-dependent.

2 - PRODUCE BASELINE

Each organization must establish a basic
understanding (baseline) of its current
software process and product. The CMM
baseline is process-based and established
against a ‘common yardstick.” The SEL
baseline is domain-dependent and is both
process- and product-based.

CMM: Baselining within the CMM is
achieved by performing an assessment of the
organization’s process. This assessment is
made against well-established criteria defined
by the SEI [Reference 1] and the organization is
baselined at some maturity level. These
criteria enable comparisons across domains
since every organization is assessed against
the same criteria, a ‘common yardstick.” The
same elements are examined for every
organization: does it have good standards,
what is its training program like, how is its
measurement program, etc. Based on the
examination of these criteria, the organization
is baselined at some maturity level.

SEL: Baselining involves understanding the
process and product of each individual
organization. This baseline is organization-
dependent (or domain-dependent). Unlike
the CMM, there is no common yardstick
enabling comparison across organizations.
Some factors need to be characterized
(baselined) by all organizations, e.g., how
much software exists, what process is
followed, what standards are used, what is the
distribution of effort across lifecycle phases,
etc. Other factors of interest depend on the
goals of the organization. Organization A, for
example, would want to baseline its error rate,
while Organization B needs to determine its
development cycle time.
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The SEL process improvement approach
emphasizes introducing change to attain
process improvement. The effects of changes
to process can only be measured by
comparing them to the existing baseline.
Understanding is a critical and continually
needed element of the SEL approach.

Figures 3 and 4 are examples of the SEL’s
baseline measures. They represent data from
Flight Dynamics projects as specified on the
individual figures. Figure 3 depicts baseline
values pertaining to process. It shows the
SEL’s typical effort distribution and classes
of error. Figure 4 depicts baseline values
associated with product. It shows the SEL’s
typical error rates, cost, and level of code
reuse.

These examples represent some elements that
may be characterized by an organization
baselining its process and product.

3 - INVEST IN CHANGE

Organizations striving for software process
improvement must invest in change. Within
the CMM, the common yardstick drives
change. Within the SEL, organizational goals
and experiences drive change.

CMM: The CMM’s common yardstick
drives change. That is, the elements by which
the CMM assesses maturity levels drive
change. If an organization is baselined at
some level, it will change elements necessary
to get to the next maturity level. If an
improved measurement program is needed to
advance to another maturity level, the
organization will focus on changing its
measurement program to meet the CMM
criteria. This common yardstick enables a
common roadmap to success -- continuous
improvement.

SEL: The goals and experiences of individual
organizations drive changes. Changes to the
process are made in an attempt to improve the
product. An organization interested in
increasing its level of reuse will invest in
changes that focus on that improvement goal.
For instance, they might decide to experiment
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with object-oriented design (OOD) to
improve reuse. The organization interested in
reducing error rates might decide to
experiment with the Cleanroom methodology
[Reference 2]. Each organization (or domain)
must identify the most appropriate process
changes to achieve its product goals.

The CMM is an excellent model of potential
process changes that could be selected.
Various elements of the model (e.g., key pro-
cess areas (KPAs)) have emphasis on specific
product improvements that can help in
selecting potential changes in the SEL model.

4 - ASSESS CHANGE

Each organization must introduce change to
make some improvement. An assessment of
the changes must be made to determine if
there has been improvement. The CMM
assesses change by reassessing the process.
The SEL assessment of change is domain-
dependent and focuses on both process and
product.

CMM: With the CMM, assessment of
change is accomplished by reassessing the
process. An organization is baselined at one
level, makes changes to try to attain a higher
level, and is then reassessed to determine if it
has progressed to another level. Success is
measured by process change. The ultimate
success is changing the process until it is a
continuously improving process. The
organization achieves the highest maturity
level rating, that is, advancing to level 5. The
measure of success is domain-independent,
since all organizations are measured against
the same criteria, a common yardstick.

SEL: Assessment of change is domain-
dependent. An improvement goal is set,
change to the process made, change to the
process and product examined and verified,
and the effect of change evaluated against the
original goal. Success is measured by
product change and is determined based on
the goals of the individual organization. The
organization attempting to improve its
reliability would institute a change, e.g., the
Cleanroom methodology, to try to reduce its
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error rates. It would then assess the result of
the Cleanroom experiment based on its
original goals. What were the baseline error
rates? What were the error rates resulting
from the Cleanroom experiment? Did
Cleanroom reduce error rates? The
organization attempting to attain higher levels
of reuse would make a change, e.g., OOD.
Similarly, it needs to determine the level of
reuse achieved using OOD and compare
these reuse levels with the original baseline.
The SEL examines both changes to process
data and changes to product data.

Figures 5 and 6 show some sample
assessments from the SEL representing
process and product data. They represent
data from actual Flight Dynamics projects as
specified on the individual figures. Figure 5
depicts a process assessment showing the
impact of a technology (Cleanroom) on the
SEL’s baseline effort distribution. Figure 6
shows an assessment of SEL products for the
period 1990-1993. The error rates, cost, and
level of reuse are reexamined to determine if
there was any change from the early baseline
(1985-1989) shown previously in Figure 4.

These examples also reemphasize the need
for baselining of both process and product.
Without the basic understanding provided
by the baseline, no change can be assessed.

5 - MEASURE ROI

Goals have been set. Baselines have been
established. Investment in change has been
made. Changes have been introduced and
their effect assessed based on the original
goals and the baseline values. Organizations
must now determine if the results of change
have been successful. Once ‘success’ has
been determined, then they can attempt to
answer the question, “Has the investment
been worth it?”

CMM: The CMM measure of success is
domain-independent and is the same as its
generalized goal. An organization is
successful if its process becomes mature and
it becomes a continuously improving,
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optimizing process, a maturity level 5.
Organizations progress to higher levels and,
in doing so, expect to reduce risk and
generate better products. Success can easily
be determined, but how is ROI determined?
After six years of experience with the
application of the CMM, there is still no clear,
accepted mechanism for determining the value
of return for the investment required to
implement software process improvement
programs.

SEL: The SEL measure of success will vary
from organization to organization. Success
depends on the goals set by the individual or-
ganization. Success for Organization A is
decreased error rates; success for
Organization B is decreased cycle time. How
is ROI determined? The baseline of both
process and product and the assessment of
change to the baseline result in quantified
measures that can be examined to determine
the ROI in process improvement. The re-
mainder of this section discusses the ROI for
the SEL’s process improvement paradigm.

THE ROI FOR THE SEL

GSFC’s Flight Dynamics Division (FDD) is
the production organization with which the
SEL is associated. FDD software develop-
ment is driven and guided by the SEL process
improvement paradigm. Over the past 18
years, the FDD has invested approximately
210 million dollars ($M) in software devel-
opment activities. Of this amount, the FDD
has invested approximately 11%, roughly
$24M, in software process improvement.
Figure 7 shows the breakdown of this
investment. About 1.5% of the total invest-
ment (<$3M) is attributed to project overhead
including form completion and collection,
training, and other similar activities. Another
3% ($6M) was spent processing data:
archiving data, maintaining the data base,
quality assuring the data, etc. The largest part
of this investment has been in analyzing the
data. About 7% ($15M) has been spent
defining experiments, analyzing results of
SEL experiments, developing the SEL models
and processes, producing software policies
and standards (e.g., References 3 and 4), devel-
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oping training material, carrying out training
in changing processes, and other activities
associated with improving the FDD’s
software products and process.

Has the FDD’s 11% investment in software
process improvement been worth it? In com-
paring projects developed in the mid 1980s to
those developed in the early 1990s, several
significant benefits have been achieved.
Figure 6 depicted some of these results. The
average level of reuse has increased by 300%,
from ~20% to nearly 79% for similar classes
of software. Reliability (errors/KSLOC) has
improved significantly as the error rate has
decreased by 75% from 4.5 to 1
error/KSLOC. The cost of developing Flight
Dynamics software has also decreased
significantly. The average cost of software
per mission has decreased by 55% from
~490 staff months (SM) to ~210 SM.

These quantifiable improvements are
complemented by more subjective ones. The
SEL’s process improvement activities have
resulted in many impacts to the software
production organization. First, the SEL
integrates and focuses activities that were
previously disparate. Training, standards,
policies, technology insertion, and
measurement have gradually become
integrated as a result of the SEL’s process
improvement approach. Figure 8 depicts
these items with respect to the three steps of
the SEL improvement approach.

Second, there has been a cultural change
within the production organization. The
developers have become an integral part of
process change. In fact, their experiences are
the basis for process change. Developers
have become more intimately involved with
the SEL process improvement approach. For
instance, developers on early Cleanroom
experiments drove the development of a
Cleanroom process handbook for use on later
Cleanroom projects. By doing so, they
packaged their experiences for future use.
Another cultural change lies with the software
being produced. Software development
within the FDD is now process-driven and
much less people-driven. The process is so
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Figure 8. Integration of Software Activities via the SEL Process Improvement Paradigm
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well-defined that ‘heroes’ are not necessary
for the well being of a software project.

Finally, there is now a focused role of soft-
ware engineering research. This research has
become goal and product-driven rather than
being performed in an ad hoc fashion. There
is also a well-established mechanism by
which experimentation, assessment, and
adoption of technologies are performed.
Within the SEL, process improvement has
driven organizational evolution and optimized
the allocation of software-related resources.
While not quantifiable, these have been
significant benefits achieved from the 11%
investment in software process improvement.

Although there has been significant improve-
ment in the software products in the SEL,
there is no way of determining how much of
this improvement is attributable to software
process improvements and how much is at-
tributable to normal improvements in technol-
ogy. There have been significant changes to
technology such as available tools, support
environments, better operating systems, better
trained personnel, work environments, faster
machines, etc., but there has been no attempt
by the SEL to distinguish between
improvements driven by the technology
maturation vs. software process maturation.

SUMMARY

As already discussed, there have been
substantial benefits gained from the
investment made in the SEL process
improvement activities in the areas of level of
reuse, reliability, and cost. While these
benefits were being attained, the software
being produced was also increasing in
complexity (Figure 9). As a result of the
SEL, the FDD was able to produce more
complex software with more functionality
while improving reliability and reducing cost.

The FDD’s $24M investment over the past
two decades has resulted in substantial
benefits for the Division itself and many other
organizations. As NASA focuses more on
technology transfer, the latter may become a
more significant factor in evaluating the ROI
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for the SEL. Not only has the SEL improved
the software process and products of its own
production organization, GSFC’s Flight
Dynamics Division, but it has shared these
experiences with many other software
organizations both within and outside the
Agency. The impact on other organizations
cannot be measured, but it certainly is a factor
to be considered when determining the value
added by the SEL and its process
improvement paradigm.
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Complexity of systems has increased appreciably®
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Figure 9. FDD Software Complexity
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PROCESS IMPROVEMENT AS AN
INVESTMENT:

MEASURING ITS WORTH

Frank E. McGarry NNSN/GSFC
Kellyann F. Jeletic NNASN/GSFC

MEASURING ROI* FOR PROCESS
IMPROVEMENT

TOPICS OF DISCUSSION

1. CHARACTERISTICS OF TWO PROCESS IMPROVEMENT PARADIGMS
2. INFORMATION NEEDED TO DETERMINE ROI

3. MEASURING ROI IN NASA/SEL

*RO! = RETURN ON INVESTMENT

SEW Proceedings 72 SEL-93-003



TWO PARADIGMS FOR PROCESS IMPROVEMENT

Capability Maturity Model (CMM)

NASA/SEL

Continuously
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Project management
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Defect prevention
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management
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Determine improvements to your business
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Know your software business (Process and product)’
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*What are my product characteristics?

* Process.

« How do you do business (
« Associated measurements {e.g.,

Product:

e.g., standards and techniques used)
% time in testing, module size)

« End item attributes (e.g., error rates, productivity, complexity)

SAM11U1.003

TWO PARADIGM FOR
PROCESS IMPROVEMENT

STEPS
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(GET TO HIGHER LEVEL)
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PROCESS AND PRODUCT
UNDERSTANDING

3. INVEST IN CHANGE

COMMON YARDSTICK
DRIVES CHANGE

EXPERIENCES AND
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SOFTWARE PROCESS
IMPROVEMENT

STEP 1 - DEFINE GOALS

CMM PARADIGM

NASA/SEL PARADIGM

EMPHASIS --
IMPROVE PROCESS

EMPHASIS --
IMPROVE PRODUCT

ORGANIZATION 1 { “GET TO LEVEL 5"

INCREASE LEVEL OF REUSE

ORGANIZATION 2 | “GET TO LEVEL &~

DECREASE ERROR RATES
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SEL: IMPROVEMENT GOALS MAY VARY ACROSS DOMAINS

SOFTWARE PROCESS
IMPROVEMENT

STEP 2 - PRODUCE BASELINE

CMM PARADIGM

NASA/SEL PARADIGM

EMPHASIS --
PROCESS ASSESSMENT

EMPHASIS --
PROCESS AND PRODUCT
UNDERSTANDING

ORG 1

STANDARDS - GOOD
TRAINING - WEAK ’ LEVEL 1
MEASUREMENT - WEAK

WHAT IS YOUR DOMAIN?

WHAT STANDARDS DO YOU USE?
WHAT IS YOUR LEVEL OF REUSE?

ORG 2

TRAINING - GOOD

STANDARDS - WEAK
‘ LEVEL 3
MEASUREMENT - GOOD

WHAT IS YOUR DOMAIN?

WHAT STANDARDS DO YOU USE?
WHAT IS YOUR ERROR RATE?

AR4G 000
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SEL: MEASURES ARE DOMAIN-DEPENDENT
NO COMPARATIVE MEASURE ACROSS DOMAINS

CMM: HAS COMMON *YARDSTICK", CAN COMPARE ACROSS DOMAINS
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NASA/SEL PROGESS
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SOFTWARE PROCESS
IMPROVEMENT

STEP 3 - INVEST IN CHANGE

CMM PARADIGM NASA/SEL PARADIGM
EMPHASIS - EMPHASIS -

COMMON YARDSTICK EXPERIENCES AND GOALS
DRIVES CHANGE DRIVE CHANGE

ORGANIZATION 1

MAINTAIN GOOD STANDARDS
IMPROVE TRAINING
IMPROVE MEASUREMENT

EXPERIMENT WITH OOD TO
IMPROVE REUSE

- TRAIN IN OOD

ORGANIZATION 2

WRITE BETTER STANDARDS
MAINTAIN GOOD TRAINING

MAINTAIN GOOD MEASUREMENT

EXPERIMENT WITH CLEANROOM

FOR LOWER ERROR RATES

- DEVELOP CLEANRQOM
PROCESS HANDBOOK

SEL: EACH DOMAIN MUST IDENTIFY MOST APPROPRIATE PROCESS CHANGE
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SOFTWARE PROCESS
IMPROVEMENT

STEP 4 - ASSESS CHANGE

CMM PARADIGM NASA/SEL PARADIGM
EMPHASIS -- EMPHASIS --
REASSESS PROCESS REEXAMINE PROCESS

AND PRODUCT
MAINTAINED GOOD STANDARDS VERIFY OOD IS USED
’LEVEL 5*

ORG 1 IMPROVED TRAINING VERIFY REUSE IS HIGHER**
IMPROVED MEASUREMENT

IMPROVED STANDARDS VERIFY CLEANROOM 1S USED
ORG 2 | MAINTAINED GOOD TRAINING .LEVEL 5* [VERIFY ERROR RATES LOWER**
MAINTAINED GOOD MEASUREMENT

*HOPEFULLY LEADS TO LOWER RISK  **POSSIBLY LEADS TO LEVEL 5

SEL: SUCCESS 15 MEASURED BY PRODUCT CHANGE (DOMAIN-DEPENDENT)
CMM: SUCCESS IS MEASURED BY PROCESS CHANGE (DOMAIN INDEPENDENT)
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ASSESSMENT OF CHANGES
HAS PRODUCT IMPROVED?
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MEASURING BETURM ON INVESTMENT IN THE SEL
(BASED ON CHANGES FROM MID 80s TO EARLY 90s)

«RELIABILITY Errors/KSLOC down by 75% (from 4.5 to 1}
*REUSE Average level of code reuse increased by 300%  (from ~20% to ~80%)
«DEVELOPMENT CQST Average mission cost" down ~55% (from 490 to 210 staff mos)

Investment in product-driven goals
enables direct measurement of return

*Reflects reuse change

93M11U.015

MEASURING ROI FOR PROCESS IMPROVEMENT
OBSERVED ORGANIZATIONAL IMPACTS

PACKAGE

o DRIVES INTEGRATION OF PREVIOUSLY DISPARATE ACTIVITIES:
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- TRANING ASSESS | * STANDARDS
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4
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&
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(NASA/SEL PROCESS IMPROVEMENT)
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- SOFTWARE - PROCESS DRIVEN (LESS PEOPLE DRIVEN)

e FOCUSES ROLE OF SOFTWARE ENGINEERING RESEARCH
. BECOMES GOAL/PROBLEM DRIVEN
. EXISTS MEANS TO EXPERIMENT, ASSESS, ADOPT

PROCESS IMPROVEMENT WILL DRIVE ORGANIZATIONAL EVOLUTION
AND OPTIMIZE ALLOCATION OF SOFTWARE-RELATED RESOURCES
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MEASURING ROI FOR PROCESS IMPROVEMENT

COMPLEXITY OF SYSTEMS HAS tHCREASED APPRECIABLY*

COMPLEXITY RATING
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*D. BOLAND, *A STUDY ON SIZE AND REUSE TRENDS IN ATTITUDE GROUND SUPPORY SYSTEMS (AGSSs)
AB46 018 DEVELOPED FOR THE FUGHT DYNAMICS DIVISION (FDD) (1976 1988)", CSC/TM-89/6031, CSC FEBRUARY 1983

lTHE NASA/SEL 1S PRODUCING MORE FUNCTIONALITY, FOR MORE COMPLEX
S
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RECENT SEL EXPERIMENTS AND STUDIES

Rose Pajerski
Donald Smith

SOFTWARE ENGINEERING BRANCH
Code 552
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NASA/Goddard Space Flight Center
Greenbelt, Maryland 20771

INTRODUCTION

Since 1976, the Software Engineering
Laboratory (SEL) has been dedicated to
understanding and improving the way in
which its organization, the Flight Dynamics
Division (FDD) of NASA/Goddard Space
Flight Center, develops, maintains, and man-
ages complex flight dynamics software sys-
tems. During the past 17 years, the SEL has
collected and archived data from over 100
software development projects in the organi-
zation. From these data, the SEL has derived
models of the development process and prod-
uct, and conducted studies on the impact of
new technologies.

One of the SEL's overall goals is to treat each
development effort as a SEL experiment that
examines a specific technology or builds a
model of interest. The SEL has undertaken
many technology studies while developing
operational support systems for numerous
NASA spacecraft missions. Viewgraph 2 is a
rough mapping of spacecraft missions and
support software systems (on the top) to SEL
studies (on the bottomn) over the past 17 years.
Measures and experiences from these devel-
opment projects have been saved and used to
understand, characterize, and improve the
development environment.

The SEL's basic approach to software process
improvement is first to understand and char-
acterize the process and product as they exist
to establish a local baseline. Only then can
new technologies be introduced and assessed
(phase two) with regard to both process
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changes and product impacts. The third phase
synthesizes the results of the first two phases
into various packages such as process and
product models, training materials, and tools
and guidebooks. These products are then fed
back into the development environment for
subsequent projects to use and benefit from.
Viewgraph 4 illustrates the SEL three-phase
process improvement model.

The SEL organization consists of three func-
tional areas: software project personnel,
database support personnel, and software
engineering analysts. The largest part of the
SEL is the 250-plus software personnel who
are responsible for the development and
maintenance of over 4 million source lines of
code (SLOC) that provide orbit and attitude
ground support for all GSFC missions. Since
the SEL was founded, software project per-
sonnel have provided software measurement
data on over 100 projects. These data have
been collected by the database support per-
sonnel to be stored in the SEL database for
use by both the software project personnel
and the software engineering analysts. The
database support staff enter measurement data
into the SEL database, quality assure the data,
and maintain the database and its reports.
The software engineering analysts define the
experiments and studies, analyze the data, and
produce reports which now number over 300.
These reports affect such things as project
standards, development procedures, and pro-
ject management guidelines.

The SEL has been a fairly stable organization;
however one significant change has occurred
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recently. About a year ago, the FDD reorga-
nized and the SEL became responsible for the
maintenance of all operational software in the
environment. Along with consolidating
development and maintenance into one organ-
ization, all acceptance testing was added.
Now one organization, the SEL, is respon-
sible for a significant portion of the develop-
ment life cycle, from requirements analysis
through maintenance.

The SEL's new areas of responsibility, main-
tenance and testing, have become focal points
for current studies which correspond to the
three phases of the SEL improvement model:
(1) understanding maintenance processes and
products, (2) assessing the effectiveness of
different testing approaches, and (3) analyz-
ing our locally derived cost and schedule
estimation models to determine if they need
updating. These studies will be discussed in
reverse sequence, however, going from the
most complete data to the most preliminary
findings.

SEL COST AND SCHEDULE
ESTIMATION MODELS

Over the past several years, organizational
and technology changes have occurred in the
FDD software development environment that
may have affected many of the SEL's baseline
models that characterize some of the products
and processes of the FDD. The purpose of
the cost and schedule estimation studyl!was

to update the SEL cost and schedule estima-
tion models. Thirty-nine FDD development
projects measured over 15 years were exam-
ined. Specific factors which may have an
impact on cost and schedule were analyzed.
These factors included code reuse, language,
application type, and subjective data such as
team experience level and technology usage.

Cost Estimation Factors
The SEL baseline cost model is based on soft-

ware size, productivity, and a weighting term,
the growth factor:

Effort = size / productivity x
growth factor
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In this environment, managers compare cur-

* rent system requirements with historical expe-

82

rience on earlier systems to estimate initial
software size in terms of both new SLOC and
reused SLOC. Productivity values are also
based on data from previous representative
development efforts. While size and produc-
tivity are commonly used terms, the definition
and usage of the growth factor in the above
expression is unique to our environment.
Previous experience had shown that the size
of a software system will grow by 40% from
the time the requirements are baselined at the
Software Requirements Review to when the
system becomes operational. This growth is
due to early uncertainties in operational sup-
port scenarios as well as changes in the
spacecraft hardware which result in software
requirements changes.

The current study results (viewgraph 7) indi-
cate that the basic effort model is still vahd
but that accuracy can be improved by includ-
ing new weighting factors based on language
and reuse levels. The language selected,
FORTRAN or Ada, has an impact on both the
cost of reusing code and the productivity val-
ues to be applied. For FORTRAN reuse, a
20% cost multiplier is used while the Ada
reuse multiplier is 30%. The productivity
values for FORTRAN and Ada are 3.5 and
5.0, respectively. The software growth factor
is also affected by the level of reuse. The
40% value still holds for low-reuse systems
but decreases by 15% for high-reuse systems.

Schedule Estimation Factors

The study concluded that the only quantifi-
able factor affecting schedule estimates was
the application type. There are two applica-
tion types in the FDD environment, opera-
tional ground systems and simulators. The
simulators, which usually begin development
with significant requirements undefined, take
about 35% longer to develop than the opera-
tional ground systems. Neither the cost nor
schedule models contain any subjective fac-
tors, although the study did look at the effects
of subjective data on these models. (Jon
Valett's report in Session 3 discusses the
results of that part of the study.)
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SEL TESTING STUDIES

Over the years, several testing methods have
been used in the FDD environment. The goal
of the ongoing SEL testing study is to deter-
mine the relative effectiveness of each
method by examining key product and pro-
cess measures such as effort and error rates.
The testing approaches include:

« SEL Standard Test Process

« Independent Verification and Validation
(TV&V)

« SEL Cleanroom
+ Independent Test Team

The organizational boundaries and key pro-
cess elements of each approach are described
below and are tabulated in viewgraph 10.

« The SEL standard test process involves
two separate organizations, the develop-
ment group and an acceptance test (AT)
group. The developers implement and
system test the software by integrating
and verifying the end-to-end system flow.
Then the final build of the software is
turned over to a separate AT group that
performs functional acceptance testing
based on the requirements.

« The IV&YV approach added an indepen-
dent test group to the standard process.
That group worked in parallel with the
development and AT groups to com-
pletely test the software as well as to
verify the requirements and operational
scenarios for the system.

«  The SEL Cleanroom methodology has
separate development and test teams that
develop and test, respectively, in builds.
The test team generates the test cases
using a statistical method based on the
frequency of activities of various oper-
ational scenarios. The final build of the
software is then passed to a different
organization for acceptance testing.

« The most recent approach to be applied
uses an independent test team and is a
direct consequence of the organizational
changes within the FDD. This approach
has separate development and test teams
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under the same organization. The test
team handles all the build testing of the
software using functional test case
selection.

The IV&V approach will be discussed briefly
because of its relevance to NASA programs
today. The other three approaches will be
contrasted and compared with one another in
terms of some key process and product mea-
sures. The process measure that will be used
is effort distribution by activity and the prod-
uct measure is the error rate through devel-
opment and testing.

IV&V Test Study

A recent National Research Council (NRC)
report? recommends that TV&V be part of the
standard NASA testing process. This recom-
mendation may be appropriate for the Space
Shuttle software that was studied in the NRC
report; however it is certainly not appropriate
for all NASA software. Results of SEL
V&V experimems3 conducted in the early
1980s in the FDD environment were not pos-
itive. Although one of the expectations for
IV&V within the environment had been
increased software reliability, the study found
that the error rates were not favorably
impacted and that total development cost of
the software increased significantly (between
30% and 60%). Consequently, it was deter-
mined that IV&V was not appropriate for
adoption in the FDD.

Process Measures Comparison

Using effort distributions to compare test
approaches is an effective way 10 identify
process differences. The point of interest is to
see if there is any apparent impact Or
observable change when compared to the SEL
standard process. Viewgraph 12 shows the
distribution of effort involved in design and
code versus test for the three test methods.
There is little difference between the SEL
Standard and Cleanroom effort distributions;
however, the independent test team approach
does display a very different effort distribu-
tion. Simply using process measures will not
determine which of these approaches is "best”
but it does highlight process differences.
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Product Measures Comparison

Examining the average error rates as recorded
from the design phase through the acceptance
test phase is a good way to determine the
effectiveness of testing methods. The exam-
ple in viewgraph 13 shows two ways of
viewing error rate data on the same set of
project data.

The chart on the left is the average error
detection rates grouped by testing approach.
Two points of interest are noted:

1) Cleanroom stands out as having a higher
error rate than the other two methods.
However, this is somewhat misleading
because the Cleanroom process includes
different types of errors in the error statis-
tics. Previous studies? have shown that
the Cleanroom process actually produces
error rates that are lower than the FDD
baseline for certain classes of projects.

2) The independent test team approach
shows lower error rates, indicating that
this approach shows some promise and
deserves further study.

The chart on the right groups the data by low-
and high-reuse projects. There is indication
that factors such as the level of reuse may
affect error rates.

The testing effectiveness study is not yet
complete because other process and product
measures need to be assessed, including an
evaluation of data collected during the
maintenance phase.

SEL MAINTENANCE STUDIES

The first area of focus by the SEL in the
maintenance arena is to build a baseline
understanding of maintenance products and
processes such as software characteristics,
effort distributions, and change and error pro-
files.  Understanding these elements will
enable cost and schedule estimation models to
be built, which is one of the future goals of
studying maintenance. The number of sys-
tems and the size of the software being main-
tained varies: 105 systems ranging in size
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from 10,000 SLOC to 250,000 SLOC totaling
3.5 M lines of code. A high percentage cf
these systems are FORTRAN mainframe
systems so they are the first ones to be ana-
lyzed in the study. Information learned so far
is based on data from a handful of these sys-
tems, so the maintenance baseline presented
(in viewgraphs 14-16) is considered a pre-
liminary characterization of the maintenance
process and products.

FDD is currently maintaining two types of
systems: multimission systems, which sup-
port many spacecraft and have a software
lifetime of 10-30 years, and single-mission
support systems, which run as long as the
spacecraft is operational (typically 2-7 years).

Error and Change Characteristics

Preliminary studies reveal that although the
software sizes are similar, these two types of
systems show very different error characteris-
tics after 5 years of operations (viewgraph
15). For multimission systems, the error rate
is an order of magnitude higher than the rate
for single-mission systems. There are many
possible explanations for this. The multimis-
sion systems are used more and they are also
updated with more frequent enhancements. If
the difference in error rates shown here is
confirmed by further analysis, the reasons for
it will need to be examined and evaluated.

Also shown in the viewgraph are two pie
charts depicting two types of change distribu-
tions:

» Change type (right chart) as determined
by the requestor on the change request
forms: about 25% of the changes are en-
hancements and 75% are error corrections
with less than 1% being adaptations
(changes due to operating system or com-
piler upgrades).

» Effort distribution (left chart) as deter-
mined by the maintainers in satisfying the
change requests: about 66% of the main-
tainers' time is spent on implementing
enhancements and the remainder is spent
correcting errors and adapting software.

SEL-93-003
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Effort Characteristics

Cost (effort) is another important element for
understanding software maintenance. View-
graph 16 displays several cost characteristics,
again divided into multimission and single-
mission systems.

Y
1

I

‘.‘ [l "‘I

s

¥ assessing efforts. Finally, the derivation of
i cost and schedule estimation models from

" locally driven factors such as reuse level,

The cost to initially develop these systems is '

about the same for both types of system;
however, the cost of maintenance varies.
Maintenance costs on the multimission sys-
tems are running about 3 staff years per year,
or about 10% of the development cost per
year. (The 10% figure has been used as arule
of thumb in the FDD for many years in cal-
culating maintenance costs, so 1t is interesting
to see it confirmed with some recent data).
The yearly maintenance cost for single-
mission systems is currently running at about
2% of development cost, which is probably
due to these systems being enhanced less
often.

Another way of understanding an unfamiliar
process such as maintenance is to compare it
with an established process that has been
baselined. The pie charts on viewgraph 15
compare the maintenance and development
processes in terms of effort distribution. The
biggest difference is the relative effort spent
in testing activities: 30% for development
and 5% for maintenance. This difference
certainly must be probed further in defining a
baseline understanding of maintenance pro-
cesses and products in the FDD environment.

SUMMARY

" The studies. discussed in this paper are all
: examples of activities that are performed as
. part of the SEL's process improvement model.
. Using this model, the SEL starts by under-
i standing the product and process, then
assesses the impact of new technologies, and
finally packages what was learned. The pre-
liminary examination of maintenance effort,
error, and change profiles to establish a
maintenance baseline exemplifies under-
standing-phase activities. The ongoing test-
ing study that is examining the effects of
various testing approaches on process and
product measures is an example of typical

e ‘I-
RV
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application type, and language is an example
of experience packaging.

In the SEL, no study is ever really completed.
Studies will be repeated and iterated upon in
the future as part of the ongoing software
improvement process.
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STUDIES ON OVER 100 PRODUCTION PROJECTS
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100
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SUPPORTED
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SAMPEX Design measures [3)
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SEL ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE

SOFTWARE PROJECT PERSONNEL SOFTWARE ENGINEERING ANALYSTS
[DEVELOP/MAINTAIN FLIGHT DYNAMICS S/AW) {ANALYZE PROCESS)
STAFF SIZE 175 - 250
DEVELOPMENT | STAFF 5 - 10 RESEARCHERS
TYPICAL PROJECT SIZE 100 - 300 KSLOC | FOREAGHPROIECT | o\ emon @ SET GOALS/QUESTIONS/METRICS
DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS 6 - 10 JAT ANY :> - DESIGN STUDIES/EXPERIMENTS
GIVEN TIME © ANALYSIS/RESEARCH
MAINTENANCE PROJECTS  >100 SYSTEMS | ™N—————— « REFINE AW PROCESS
PROJECT STAFF SIZE 5 - 25 PEOPLE DEVELOPMENT - PRODUCE REPORTS/FINDINGS
1976.1993: 105 PROJECTS PROCCESS 1976-1992: 300 REPORTS/DOCUMENTS
DATA BASE SUPPORT
[MAINTAIN/QA SEL DATA)
|
STAFF SIZE 2-5 1 SEL DATA BASE @ 160MB
FUNCTION  PROCESS FORMS/DATA |
e or l FORMS LIBRARY 220.000
® RECORD/ARCHIVE DATA |
o MAINTAIN SEL DATA BASE |
REPORTS LIBRARY
o OPERPTE SELUBRARY | EPORTS 5,000 10 10.000

B649.003

SEL IMPROVEMENT MODEL - CURRENT ACTIVITIES

PACKAGING CURRENT ACTIVITIES

 MODELS o “COST AND SCHEDULE
ESTIMATION"
_.'T»ERATE o GUIDEBOOKS = o
® TOOL o TRAINING MATERIALS,
ASSESSING SERL e
o CLEANROOM
o IMPACT OF NEW TECHNOLOGIES |
AND APPROACHES ON PROCESS | ® TESTING APPROACHES
- AND PRODUCT ca o
UNDERSTANDING |  _ _ _ _ _ - S 5 -
o MAINTENANCE
 PRODUCT CHARACTERISTICS 2 GARACTERIZATION -
? o PROCESS CHARACTERISTICS

TIME
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SUMMARY OF RECENT SEL STUDIES

PLAN ® COST AND SCHEDULE ESTIMATION STUDY .~~~ @

® SUBJECTIVE FACTORS EVALUATION
® NASA DOMAIN PROFILES
® TECHNOLOGY TRANSFER

TRAINING ® RECOMMENDED APPROACH TO SOFTWARE DEVELOPMENT
® GOVERNMENT/CONTRACTOR TASK MANAGEMENT
® FLIGHT DYNAMICS APPLICATIONS

IMPLEMENT @ DESIGN MEASURES
e CASE
| ® Ada
e OOD ]
TEST :

. COMPARISON OF APPROCHES =
ON

INDEPENDENT TEST TEAM
MAINTENANCE [ & PROCESS UNDERSTANDING® - i)
& PRODUCT CHARACTERIZATION - s
B6435.005
(1) COST AND SCHEDULE STUDY*
GOAL UPDATE SEL BASELINE ~ EFFORT ESTIMATION MODEL

SCHEDULE ESTIMATION MODEL

DETERMINE IMPACTS OF  REUSE (CODE}
LANGUAGE
APPLICATION TYPE
SUBJECTIVE FACTORS
{EXPERIENCE, TECHNOLOGY|

STUDY PARAMETERS 39 PROJECTS {1977-1992)
2 LANGUAGES [FORTRAN, Ada}

2 APPLICATION TYPES
20K-300K SOURCE LINES OF CODE

* “SOFTWARE ENGINEERING LABORATORY COST AND SCHEDULE ESTIMATION STUDY REPORT,”
S. CONDON, M. REGARDIE, S.WALIGORA, SEPTEMBER 1993

B8649.006
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(1) WHAT IMPACTS COST?

EFFORT = SIZE/PRODUCTIVITY x GROWTH FACTOR

EFFORT [Ada) = [NEW SLOC + 30% REUSED SLOC] 1.4 [REUSE <70%)
PRODUCTIVITY [Ada) 1.2 (REUSE =70%)

EFFORT [FORTRAN] = (NEW SLOC + 20% REUSED SLOC] 1.4 [REUSE <70%]}
PRODUCTIMTY {FORTRAN) 1.2 [REUSE 270%)

COSTS 50% MORE TO REUSE A LINE OF Ada CODE
THAN A LINE OF FORTRAN
SOFTWARE SIZE GROWTH IS 15% LOWER FOR
HIGH REUSE SYSTEMS

B649.007

(1) WHAT IMPACTS SCHEDULE?

SCHEDULE = COEFF x (EFFORT) %
SCHEDULE (GROUND SYSTEMS] = 5.0 x [EFFORT) 33

SCHEDULE [SIMULATORS) = 6.7 x (EFFORT) %

SCHEDULE IMPACTED BY APPLICATION
TYPE, NOT BY LANGUAGE OR REUSE LEVEL

B549.008
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(2 EXPERIMENTS IN TESTING

GOAL | @ ASSESS THE IMPACT OF ORGANIZATIONAL CHANGES
"ON SEL PROCESSES :

® COMPARE TEST APPROACHES

- INDEPENDENT VERIFICATION 1982 STUDY
AND VALIDATION

- SEL STANDARD TEST PROCESS 1978 - CURRENT

- SEL CLEANROOM 1986 - CURRENT

- INDEPENDENT TEST TEAM 1992 - CURRENT

B645.009

2 OVERVIEW OF FOUR TEST APPROACHES

SEL STANDARD PROCESS {24 PROJECTS)

REQUIREMENTS | DEVELOPMENT VSYSTEM TEST | . ACCEPTANCE TEST

| CODE RE/“\DINGl END-TO-END | FUNCTIONAL, -
S | Flow REQUIREMENTS BASED

IV & V {3 PROJECTS)
REQUIREMENTS | DEVELOPMENT | SYSTEM TEST | ACCEPTANCE TEST

IV & V TEST TEAM
SEL CLEANROOM (4 PROJECTS] '
REQUIREMENTS | DEVELOPMENT/TEST -~ |- ACCEPTANCE TEST
T STATISTICAL CASES, = —— FUNCTONAL,
- | CODEREADING iz . |.REQUIREMENTS BASED
INDEPENDENT TEST TEAM (3 PROJECTS)
REQUIREMENTS | DEVELOPMENT/TEST ACCEPTANCE TEST
FUNCTIONAL CASES BY BUILD
REQUIREMENTS BASED
B649.010
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@ IV &V TEST APPROACH

O
o]
Z Y
b4
537 V&V S 3f
: 76 v VeV
- ul -
% AVG 22 = 2 AVG 23
i
E L 1.6 % b 1.4
u w
=<
COST INCREASED RELIABILITY DIDN'T
BY 30-60% INCREASE

DOMAIN AND PRODUCT GOALS ARE KEY DRIVERS
FOR PROCESS CHANGES

B649.011

DESIGN/CODE

TEST EFFORT DISTRIBUTION
(BY ACTIVITY)

DESIGN/CODE
70%

DESIGN/CODE
49%

54%

SEL STANDARD SEL CLEANROOM IND. TEST TEAM

INDEPENDENT TEST TEAM APPROACH
IMPACTING TEST PROCESS

B649.012
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@ ERROR DETECTION RATES - TWO VIEWS
(DESIGN THROUGH ACCEPTANCE TEST)

SEL
5 CLEANROOM

it

LOW
REUSE

SEL
STANDARD

IND.

HIGH
1+ REUSE

=

0
PROJECTS: 1986 - 1992 PROJECTS: 1986 - 1992

TEAM

# OF ERRORS PER KSLOC
w
T
# OF ERRORS PER KSLOC
w
T

TEST APPROACH AND REUSE LEVEL
IMPACT ERROR RATES

B8649.013

3 MAINTENANCE STUDY

CURRENT BUILD BASELINE SOFTWARE CHARACTERISTICS

FOCUS UNDERSTANDING  EFFORT DISTRIBUTIONS
ERROR/CHANGE PROFILES
ESTIMATION MODELS

OPERATIONAL SYSTEMS UNDER MAINTENANCE*

105 SYSTEMS  RANGE FROM 10 KSLOC TO 250 KSLOC
TOTALS 3.5 MILLION SLOC

LANGUAGES  85% FORTRAN 10% Ada 5% OTHER
PROCESSORS  80% MAINFRAME 5% OTHER  10% PC/WKSTN

MAINTENANCE ACTIVITY PRIMARILY SUPPORTS
FORTRAN MAINFRAME OPERATIONAL ENVIRONMENT

* MAINTENANCE INCLUDES ALL ACTIVITY AFTER OPERATIONAL START
B643.0H
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3 MAINTENANCE CHANGE/ERROR PROFILES

SYSTEM TYPE ERRORS DETECTED
[SIZE IN KSLOC) 15 YEARS OF OPERATIONS) # DAILY USES
MULTI-MISSION 1.5 ERRORS/KSLOC 20-40
{~200 KSLOC)
SINGLE MISSION 0.1 ERRORS/KSLOC 1-5
[~ 150 KSLOC)

EFFORT DISTRIBUTION CHANGE TYPE

{BY CHANGE TYPE) DISTRIBUTION

ENHANCEMENT
67%

ENHANCEMENT
ADAPTATION

<Oy ——p——

ADAPTATION
11%

CHANGE EFFORT DISTRIBUTION NOT
PROPORTIONAL TO NUMBER OF CHANGES

B649.016

® MAINTENANCE EFFORT

SYSTEM TYPE COST TO DEVELOP COST TO MAINTAIN
(SIZE IN KSLOC] {STAFF YEARS(SY)} [SY/YEAR)
MULTI-MISSION 30-40 30

{~200 KSLOC}

SINGLE MISSION 25-35 05

[~150 KSLOC)

DEVELOPMENT EFFORT
DISTRIBUTION @

MAINTENANCE COST SIGNIFICANTLY
DRIVEN BY SYSTEM TYPE

MAINTENANCE EFFORT
DISTRIBUTION
CODE
35%

OTHER
28%

B649.015
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SEL IMPROVEMENT -- AN ONGOING PROCESS

PACKAGING CURRENT ACTIVITIES

IT RATE/////' ® MODELS ) ' o
‘ E! ® GUIDEBOCKS | (]) "COST AND SCHEDULE
* TOOLS ESTIMATION

ASSESSING
® IMPACT OF NEW TECHNOLOGIES - .
AND APPROACHES ON PROCESS | (D TESTING APPROACHES
% AND PRODUCT -
UNDERSTANDING ‘

® PRODUCT CHARACTERISTICS e
(DMAINTENANCE ™~ =,

CHARACTERIZATION -
® PROCESS CRARACTERISTICS Ll e T

EXAMPLES

TIME
B649.04A
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Specification-Based Software Sizing:
An Empirical Investigation of Function Metrics

Ross Jeffery & John Stathis Sy-6/
School of Information Systems 4
University of New South Wales / 52 o PL 6

P.O. Box 1, Kensington, NSW, 2033

AUSTRALIA
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1. Introduction:

For some time the software industry has espoused the need for improved specification-

~ based software size metrics (see Evanco et. al. 1992). During the 1980's significant
resources have been applied to the development and use of metrics such as function points
[Albrecht79], function weights [DeMarco82], feature points [Jones 1988 ] and other
metrics. Earlier research [Jeffery&Low93] has established the similarity of these metrics.
These metrics are used as one of the bases for cost estimation, software development
management, software maintenance management, software value measurement, and so on.
The proliferation of the use of the metrics and the tools now developed to support the
measurement process to provide these measures, suggests that they fill an established need
within the software industry. However the empirical research into these metrics has been
sparse and generally not particularly favourable. Once again we see industry seeking
problem solutions in the absence of experimental findings which support the solutions on
offer.

This paper reports on a study of nineteen recently developed systems in a variety of

- - application domains. The systems were developed by a single software services

- corporation using a variety of languages. The study investigated the following metric
characteristics and questionsy o TR

Using both early and late lifecycle system documents as input to the counting process,
what variation occurs in counts produced for the same system, and what gives rise to that
variation? The research methodology adopted was to perform multiple independent
counts of the system function size for the systems using the IFPUG Standard version 3.4.
For each system this resulted in two measured function counts. The difference between
these counts was analyzed both for its magnitude and the reasons for the variation. The
internal validity of the function point metric was also studied and the appropriateness of
the metric to the application portfolio of the organization.

This paper presents the results of this study. It is shown that:
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1. Earlier research [Kitchenham 93] into inter-item correlation within the overall
function count is partially supported
2. A priori function counts, in themself, do not explain the majority of the effort variation
in software development in the organization studied.
3. Documentation quality is critical to accurate function identification
" 4. Rater error is substantial in manual function counting.

‘ The implication of these findings for organizations using function based metrics are
explored.

2. The Data Set:

The source of data for this project was an Australian software development organisation,
MEGATEC Proprietary Limited, a company with approximately 50 employees that
develop and distribute a range of computer software products in Australia and overseas.
This organisation was selected as a test site for this work because it was one of the first
software companies in Australia to gain certification to Australian Standard AS3563 for
Software Quality Management. The commitment to quality in this organisation meant that
managers were highly motivated to provide good quality data and there was a well
established research ethic within the organisation. The 19 projects in the data set are
drawn from a varety of applications. In total 17 recently completed projects were
eventually included in the project database as two of the nineteen projects were not
completed at the time of data analysis. A summary of the data is given in Table 1. The
projects were developed during the period August 1990 to May 1993 and a high
consistency in the quality staff in the use of methodology was expected in the database.
The systems were written in a variety of languages including COBOL, Powerhouse, C and
MS Windows, Excel Macro, SQL windows and combinations of these. It was decided
that for the initial study tests would be carried out using the Albrecht Function Point
counting technique as embodied in the International Function Point User Group standards
as the basis for research.

TABLEI
PROJECT SIZE AND DEVELOPMENT EFFORT DATA
Project Size (UFP) Development Effort (Hours)
No. Projects Mean StdDev Range Mean  Std Dev Rahgc
17 551 923  38-3656 2093 3266  262-13905

Function Point were counted from documentation provided by the corporation. Each
system was counted by two independent raters with experience in the IFPUG standard.
One of the counters was an external consultant and the other was one of the researchers in
the current study. Where we are studying the relationship between FP and other project
phenomena we use the mean FP value. Data was available to derive the unadjusted
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function point count and also the fourteen complexity factors. In order to validate the
data, structured interviews were held with all of the project managers. These interviews
were used to validate the function point count, the effort data and to search for any reason
behind abnormal results. There were three basic research questions which were being
explored.

Firstly, we were interested in exploring in this organisational setting the relationship
between development effort and function points. This question has had some considerable
research over recent years, generally showing a consistent and significant relationship
between the size measure and effort.

The second research question concerned replicating some of the work carried out by
Kitchenham and Kansala (1993) concerning the relationships between constituent elements
of the function point metric.

Thirdly, we were concerned with investigating the consistency of function point counting.
There had been no study in which multiple systems were counted by multiple raters and
yet it seemed that this is one of the critical elements given the current manual basis of
function counting.

3. Results:

3.1 Effort Relationships

An initial Kolmogorov-Smirmov test indicated that the unadjusted and unweighted
function count(UUEC), as well as the unadjusted function point (UFP) and effort data

belonged to normal distributions. The results are shown in Table 2. That allowed us to
proceed with a range of parametric statistical tests.

TABLE 2
KOLMOGOROV-SMIRNOV TEST
No of Projects UUFC UFP Effort
p p. D
17 0.012 0.015 0.05

Figure 1 shows an initial plot of project size against effort for the full data set. The
Project Sizing Figure 1 was unadjusted function points counted from early life-cycle
documentation of a systems requirements. In this plot we can see that two of the projects
are significant outliers in terms of effort and the other in terms of project size. We also
note the scatter of points which has been typical in prior data when comparing size against
function points. The R2 for this data set is relatively poor showing a value of 0.228 (p <
0.05) for a linear regression of size against function points.
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Figure 1. Scatter plot of A priori UFP against Effort

In the project manager interviews it became apparent that for some of the measured
systems in the database, the project data which we show in Figure 1 was not a fair
representation of the systems implemented. Taking this into account, the function point
count and effort count was carried out again in order to correct any identified errors in the
effort recorded or in the function point count. For example, it was found that for some of
these systems the functionality had changed significantly during development and that it
would be expected that a better relationship between size and effort would be found using
the implemented function point count. Figure 2 shows a scatter plot for the seventeen
data points after the validation of the data. The R2 for this data set was 0.95 (p <0.001).
Itis interesting to note the enormous difference between the data set derived at systems
requirements specification stage versus the data set at implementation. This suggests that
in this corporation considerable work will need to be invested to ensure requirements
stability in the future if they are to gain control over predicted effort distribution.
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120007
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Unadjusted Function Points
Figure 2. Scatter plot of A posteriori UFP against effort
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Further analysis of the data revealed that three of the projects could be considered outliers
and in line with conservative statistical analysis. Table 3 shows the regression results for
the complete and the reduced data set where the outliers have been removed. Notice the
reduction in the RZ and that the effort-size relationship as expressed through the
regression equation has not changed significantly suggesting that the outliers were in fact
normal for this organisation.

TABLE 3
COMPARISON OF REDUCED AND FULL DATASET

Full Dataset Reduced Dataset
No. Projects 17 14
Eaualion Effort = 192.31 + 3.45 * UFP Effort = 187 + 4.03 * UFP
R 0.95 (p<0.001) 0.58 (p<0.01)

3.2 Internal Consistency of Function Points:

Table 3 shows the Pearson correlation coefficient between all pairs of function point
elements using the reduced data set for conservatism. The results shows that three of the
five function elements are significantly correlated. These are external inputs, external
enquires and logical internal files.

TABLE 4
PEARSON CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS BETWEEN UFP ELEMENTS

Fn Point Element Total El EO Ext Extnl
Unadjusted Inquiry Int File
Function Point

External Input 0.90
(p<0.001)

External Output 0.14 -0.07
(ns.) (n.s.)

External Inquiry 0.93 0.91 -0.17
(p<0.001) (p<0.001) | (n.s)

External Interface -0.33 -0.46 0.22 -0.45

File (n.s.) (n.s.) (n.s.) (n.s.)

Logical Internal File 0.92 0.74 -0.06 0.90 -0.33
{p<0.001) (p<0.01) {n.s.) (p<0.001) | (ns.)

Kitchenham and Kansala's study used Kendall's z as a robust measure of correlation. In
their study they found significant correlations between three pairs of function elements not
reported as significant in our study. These were outputs and inputs, outputs and enquiries
and outputs and internal logical files.
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The results of both of these studies shows that the function elements are not independent
and therefore it is possible that there may be a better effort relationship between
constituent elements an effort than there is between function points. The Pearson
correlation between each function point element and actual development produced the
results in Table 6. These show that internal logical files and external enquiries had a
higher correlation with effort than the total unadjusted function point count. This suggests
that an effort estimation model derived on the internal logical file count may in fact
perform better than function point for this organization.

TABLE 6
PEARSON CORRELATION RESULTS
FUNCTION ELEMENTS AGAINST EFFORT

Function Element R? P
Logical Internal File 0.73 < 0.001
External Inquiry 0.63 < 0.001
External Input 0.37 < 0.001
External Output 0.03 n.s.
External Interface File 0.005 ns.
Sum of Function Elements (UFP)  0.58 <0.01

These results are somewhat different to Kitchenham and Kansala who found that a
combination of external inputs and outputs provided a better effort predictor than
unadjusted function points.

A further analysis was carried out was to compare the extent to which the complexity
adjustments in the function point model add to the value of the model in explaining effort.
Table 7 shows the regression results for the unadjusted and unweighted function count
versus the unadjusted function point count. It can be seen from this table that once again
the function point metric as a measure of size when used in its relationship with effort,
appears to be performing less well than some of the constituent elements of that count.
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TABLE 7

PEARSON CORRELATION RESULTS

FUNCTION ELEMENTS (UUFC & UFP) AGAINST EFFORT

Level 1 Level 2

UUFC UFP
Function Element R2 p RZ P
Logical Internal File 0.75 < 0.001 0.73 < 0.001
External Inquiry 0.65 < 0.001 0.63 < 0.001
External Input 0.37 < 0.001 0.37 < 0.001
External Output 0.04 n.s. 0.03 n.s.
External Interface File 0.002 n.s. 0.005 n.s.
Sum of Function Elements 0.56 <0.01 0.58 < 0.01

3.3 Rater Consistency:

The model used in this study to investigate rater consistency is shown in Figure 3 in which
we see that three elements which can contribute to inconsistency. These have been
identified as the system specification, the function point counting method and the rater.
For example, inconsistency can be derived from the fact that the raters themselves may

simply introduce errors into the function point process. It can also be that the

specification can be ambiguous or at an inappropriate level of granularity such that the
function point is difficult to determine, or else it could be that the function point method
could be ambiguous or incomplete with respect to the function counting process that is at

hand.
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Rater — Orgarisatioml
Differences
Rater Interpretation of Rater interpretation of
SystenvSpecification rules in counting method
Applicability of
method for System

System Function Point
Specification - > Method

Stage in life cyele & Different Methods
Granularity level Ambiguous or

Ambiguity in specification Incomplete standards

Figure 3 - A Model of the Factors Affecting Function Point Reliability

In our research we had two raters count the same systems and used variations on absolute
relative difference between counts as the measure for analysis. We define the magnitude
of the difference in counts between rater A and rater B as shown in equation 1 where the
absolute relative is a normalised difference between the two raters normalised by average
system size. We further refined this metric to the weighted absolute relative difference
WARD, where we separate out the effect of each of the internal components of the
function count so that errors in inputs for example, are not washed away by errors in
outputs which happens if they move in opposite directions.

|Rater A - Rater B |
(Rater A, + RaterB,) / 2
UFP UFP

ARDUFP(RnaA;Raxs B) =

ﬁ(lbta A, Rater B) EIF(RM« A, Rater B)
.EO. .UF H; . |54 i wes EF
¢ Q “ TBD UFP(Rater A, Rater B) UFP(Rater A, Rater B)

Table 8 shows the analysis results for this and in this we see that the mean WARD for
these two raters is 55%. This suggests that the counting practice is relatively unstable
when looked from this perspective.

Hours Per
Project Rater A RaterB ARD WARD Effort Function Point
Number _ UFP UFP (A, B)
Mean 302.8 3371 0.31 0.55 1947 (7.50, 6.52)
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Further analysis of this data revealed that 68% of the variation between the two counters
could be attributed to rater interpretation of the specification or the application of the
counting standard to that specification. Some 32% of the difference could be attributed to
a simple error on the part of the rater.

4. Conclusions:

The following can be concluded from this study:

1. In apragmatic sense the relationship between a posteriori function points and a
posteriori effort is very strong for this organisation with an R2 of .95 for the full data
set or .58 for the reduced data set. This suggests that function points could be used
effectively as a basis for software management in this organization.

2. From a scientific perspective it appears clear that the function point metric has some
significant limitations. There is reason for concern about the function point metric.
The structure of the metric is such that the components are not orthogonal which
introduces issues concerning the structure of the metric. It is also of concern that the
addition of the function component complexity ratings does not add to the effort
relationship or the power of the effort explanation of the model. As this is counter-
intuitive it warrants further investigation.

3. Inconsistency which has been observed in this study between the raters’ function point
counts (58%) and the high component of that difference (68%) which can be ascribed
to either the function points standard or the requirements specification, suggests that
the function point counting or at least the base function counting needs to be
automated.

4. Given the results concerning the strong relationships between the number of internal
logical files or data entities and effort, may well be possible that given further research,
that if a consistent relationship holds between data entities and effort than automated
size counting from data models may well be a fruitful area for further investigation.
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TABLE1
PROJECT SIZE AND DEVELOPMENT EFFORT DATA

Project Size (UFP) Development Effort (Hours)

No. of Projects Mean  Std. Range Mean Std. Range
Dev. Dev.
17 551 923 38-3656 2093 3266 262 - 13905

3 Ross Jeflery NASA SEL Workshop 1993
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TABLE NI
COMPARISON OF PRE AND POST IMPLEMENTATION DATASET
Pre Implementation FP Post Implementation FP

No. Projects 17 17
Regression Equation effort = 914.6 + 3.7 * UFP
(UFP against effort)
R2 (p) 0.228 (0.05) 0.95

6 Ross Jeffery NASA SEL Workshop 1993
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TABLE II1
COMPARISON OF REDUCED AND FULL DATASET

Full Dataset Reduced Dataset
No. Projects 17 14
Regression Equation effort = 192.31 + 3.45 * UFP effort = 185.37 + 4.03 * UFP
(UFP against effort)
R2 (p) 0.95 (p < 0.001) 0.58 (p < 0.01)

T Ross Jeffery NASA SEL Workshop 1993

TABLE IV
PREVIOUS STUDIES - UFP AGAINST EFFORT
Study No. of Unadjusted Function
Projects Points
R2 (p)
Albrecht and Gaffney, 1983 24 0.90 < 0.001
Kemerer, 1987 15 0.54 < 0.001
Kitchenham and Kansala, 1993 40 041 < 0.01
Jeffery et. al,, 1993 64 036 < 0.001
Jeffery & Stathis, Current Study 14 0.58 < 0.001

8 Ross Jeffery NASA SEL Workshop 1993
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TABLE V
PEARSON CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS BETWEEN UFP ELEMENTS

Function Total External Input | External External External
Point Element | Unadjusted Output Inquiry Interface File
Function
Point
External 0.90
Input {p<0.001)
External 0.14 -0.07
Output (ns.) (n.s.)
External 0.93 0.91 -0.17
Inquiry (p<0.001) {p<0.001) {n.s.)
External -0.33 -0.46 0.22 -0.45
Interface File | (n.s.) (ns.) (n.s.) (n.s.)
Logical 0.92 0.74 -0.06 0.90 -0.33
Internal File | (p<0.001) (p<0.01) (n.s.) {p<0.001) (n.s.)
9  Ross Jeffery NASA SEL Warkshop 1993
TABLE V1
PEARSON CORRELATION RESULTS
FUNCTION ELEMENTS AGAINST EFFORT

Function Element R2 p

Logical Internal File 0.73 < 0.001

External Inquiry 0.63 <0.001

External Input 0.37 < 0.001

External Output 0.03 ns.

External Interface File 0.005 n.s.

Sum of Function Elements (UFP) 0.58 < 0.01

10 Ross Jeffery NASA SEL Workshop 1993
SEW Proceedings SEL-93-003
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TABLE VII
PEARSON CORRELATION RESULTS
FUNCTION ELEMENTS (UUFC & UFP) AGAINST EFFORT

Level 1 Level 2
UUFC UFP
Function Element R2 p R2 P
Logical Internal File 0.75 < 0.001 0.73 < 0.001
External Inquiry 0.65 < 0.001 0.63 < 0.001
Extermal Input 0.37 < 0.001 0.37 < 0.001
External Output 0.04 ns. 0.03 n.s.
External Interface File 0.002 n.s. 0.005 n.s.
Sum of Function Elements 0.56 < 0.01 0.58 < 0.01
11 Ross Jeffery NASA SEL Workshop 1993
TABLE VIII
EFFORT ESTIMATE ARE t-TESTS FOR
UUFC AND UFP
Unweighted and Unadjusted Function
Unadjusted Function Point (UFP)
Count (UUFC)
No. of Projects Mean Std. Mean Std. ¢ P
ARE Dev. ARE
17 0.53 0.64 0.51 0.60 0.70 0.492
12 Ross Jeffery NASA SEL Workshop 1993
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MEAN ABSOLUTE RELATIVE DIFFERENCE (MARD)
UNWEIGHTED AND WEIGHTED FUNCTION POINTS

Total External External External External Logical
Function Input Output  Inquiry Interface File Internal File
Point Count
(UUFC)
(UFP)
Unweighted 0.33 0.76  0.69 0.65 0.54 0.45
Function Points
Weighted 0.31 0.67 0.70 0.62 0.54 0.43

Function Points

17 Ross Jeffery NASA SEL Workshop 1993

1.Strong a posteriori function points and a posteriori effort relationship for this
organisation - R2 of 0.95 for the full data set or 0.58 for the reduced data set.

2.The function point metric has some significant limitations.
Components are not orthogonal

Function component complexity ratings does not add to the effort explanation
of the model.

3.Inconsistency has been observed between the raters' function point counts
(58%)

A high component of that difference (68%) can be ascribed to either the
function points standard or the requirements specification

4. Automated size counting from data models may well be a fruitful area for
further investigation.

18  Ross Jeffery NASA SEL Workshop 1993
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Abstract

This paper presents a summary of the results to date of a Jet Propulsion Laboratory internally
funded research task to study the costing process and parameters used by internally recognized
software cost estimating experts. Protocol Analysis and Markov process modeling were used to
capture software engineer’s forecasting mental models. While there is significant variation between
;: the mental models that were studied, it was nevertheless possible to identify a core set of cost
. forecasting activities, and it was also found that the mental models cluster around three forecasting
- techniques. Further partitioning of the mental models revealed clusterin g of activities, that is very
- suggestive of a forecasting lifecyle. The different forecasting methods identified were based on the
- use of multiple-decomposition steps or multiple forecasting steps. The multiple forecasting steps
. involved either forecasting software size or an additional effort forecast. Virtually no subject used
. misk reduction steps in combination. The results of the analysis include: the identification of a core
- set of well defined costing activities, a proposed software forecasting life cycle, and the
. identification of several basic software forecasting mental models. The paper concludes with a
_ discussion of the implications of the results for current individual and institutional practices.

1.0 Introduction

In today’s cost constrained environment, cost estimation is becoming an integral part of the
engineer’s job. Therefore, tools and databases are needed that are consistent with engineering
based costing methods. Previous surveys have shown that engineers in general do not use tools
and databases, finding them inconsistent with their intuitive engineering-based costing methods, in
particular analogy-related techniques. (Hihn and Habib-agahi, 1991) This lack of correspondence
between software forecasting practices and available computer-based tools prompted the current
research.

To be able to design and develop tools and databases that are more consistent with engineering-
based costing methods requires that there exist a relatively small number of costing activities and
that these activities are primarily used in a few well defined sequences. A sequence of activities is
what makes up a costing method or, in cognitive psychology terminology, the cost forecaster’s
mental model. The existence of a small number of basic forecasting mental models requires that the
mental models depend on high-level domain and environment conditions, rather than personal
style and low-level domain details.

To the best of the authors’ knowledge, there have been only three attempts to develop such mental
models of the forecasting process that are documented in the literature: Vicinanza et. al. (1991),
Howard (1992), and Hihn et. al. (1993).
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Vicinanza et. al. completed an exploratory study of the methods used by experts. In Vicinanza et
al. five respondents who ranked a series of cost drivers and then estimated the development effort
that would be required for 10 projects. The forecasters’ methods were categorized into four
groups: algorithmic initial condition, algorithmic effort estimate, analogical initial condition, and
analogical effort estimate. For a method to be algorithmic the forecaster had to mention and use
productivity figures. For a method to be analogical the forecaster had to mention a reference
project. Four of the estimators used an algorithmic approach and only one used analogy. Vicinanza
et. al. propose a logic flow (mental model) for algorithmic and analogical forecasting (see Figure 1
for the analogy model). Given their simple categorization scheme it is unclear how they derived
their mental model. Also, the experimental design required that the engineers use COCOMO cost
drivers (Boehm, 1981) and function point descriptors (Albrecht and Gaffney, 1983), neither of
which may have been natural to them; and the terms used in the proposed mental models are neither
goals nor the vocabulary that are commonly used by software engineers.

Determine Referent Project
Examine Problem Features | READ USERS DEMANDS
FILTER USERS
DEMANDS
Yes
Adras Refcrent A 4
Project Valucs L ORGANTZE SYSTEM
Activate Past Project TO OBTAIN WORKING ${ GENERATE THE RESIDUAL
as Referent Project SYSTEM MODH/
‘_..lilixlmine Current Project Features I‘___
y %@&Nﬁg@oﬂ ~— | FACTOR THE RESIDUAL
Is Feature Value /
at Variance with
Referent Projoct Value,
ASSIGNING EFFORT FOR A
Adjust Estimate based SPECIFIC COMPONENT —— | FACTOR THE RESDUAL
on Results of "Running”
the Referent Project with l
Feature Value
*
[ seioct Feature o Review [— MAKE A RISK ANALYSIS
Figure 1 : Abstraction of .
Analogical-Estimation Strategy Figure 2: A Bottom Up Approach to
from Vicinanza et. al. (1991) Estimation from Howard (1992)

Howard (1992) reports the results of two surveys on software cost estimation practices for
standard information systems such as a banking transaction system. Approximately 50
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observations were collected using a survey form. Twelve observations were collected using semi-
structured face-to-face, interviews based on a case description, given to the subjects before the
interview. The main objective of the research is to study how cost estimates are developed in
group settings. The objective of the reported portion of the research task was to develop a mental
model of the processing steps that estimators follow that could be used to support the study of
group cost forecasting. A very high level model with about 20 possible steps based upon cognitive
processing theories was proposed. Figure 2 illustrates the mental model of individuals applying the
“bottom up” process. Interestingly, aggregation was never mentioned, even though “functional
breakdown into components” is explicitly shown. The model proposed is intuitively appealing.
However, the respondents provided quite generic responses in describing how they normally do
cost estimating. Howard reports this is because the case example was found to be too poorly
defined. Verbal reports of this type are well known to lead to biased, and very likely, inconsistent
results [see Ericson and Simon, (1984)].

In both of the papers described above, the bases by which the proposed software forecasting
mental models were derived is not explained. Howard followed some basic cognitive psychology
techniques, but it was not clear that they were derived by a repeatable analysis. A significant
problem, from the perspective of identifying a more detailed picture of the underlying mental
model, was that most of what distinguishes an expert from a novice is in how they generate and
“factor residuals” or, in other words, incorporate their cost drivers and adjustment factors.

Hihn et. al.(1993) attempt to address these problems by using a more precise data capture and
analysis technique. In Hihn et. al.(1993) a combination of Protocol Analysis Ericson and Simon
(1984) and Markov process modeling Papoulis (1991) is shown to be a viable technique for
capturing the engineers’ cost forecasting mental models in a repeatable manner. With this
technique, Protocol Analysis was used to extract a common forecasting vocabulary across
engineers and application domains by translating the engineers’ self reports into verbal protocols,
and Markov analysis was used to identify the common transitions, or steps, in the engineers’
mental models. Seven primary cost forecasting activities were identified that clustered into 6
different, but not mutually exclusive, sequences (mental models) using this analysis technique.
The 7 activities that were identified are requirements identification, attribute identification, attribute
application, decomposition, estimation, aggregation, and adjustments. The definition of these
terms are reviewed in Section 3.0. The original clusters of sequences were derived based upon
purely data descriptive criteria. For example, a sequence that contains a single decomposition and
single estimation activity is in a different sequence cluster then a sequence with multiple
decomposition and multiple estimation activities. A very simplified example of the type of mental
model this approach produces is displayed in Figure 3.

In this paper we are reporting an extension of these results that incorporates an increased number
of cost forecasting activities and the identification of activity sequences (mental models) that
correspond to software domain and development environment criteria. In addition, as part of
identifying a number of basic mental models, it was possible to derive the components of a
software cost forecasting life cycle based upon actual costing behavior.

2.0 Sample Definition and Institutional Background Information
Jet Propulsion Laboratory (JPL) is a Federally Funded Research and Development Center run by
the California Institute of Technology under a government contract with National Aeronautics and

Space Administration. As a national laboratory, it performs research and development activities in
the national interest, primarily the development of robotic spacecraft for interplanetary studies. In
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addition, a portion of JPL's budget is supplied by non-NASA organizations such as the
Department of Defense.

I Attribute Identification J<_ LRequhemcn@s Idcntiﬁcatiord"-'—

Decomposition

| Effort Estimate [ SizeEstimate |

Attribute Application |

Stop

Figure 3 : Example of a CER-Based Forecasting Mental Model

A survey was conducted of the technical staff that had experience forecasting software
development costs during the summer and fall of 1989. Over 185 software engineers were
contacted for participation in the original survey. Of the 185 contacted, over 100 were identified
who estimate effort, size and/or cost for software tasks. Of these, 83 were willing to complete a
questionnaire on current software cost estimation practices. Of these, 28 responses provided
sufficient information for use with the current analysis. For a detailed discussion of how the
original data was collected see Hihn and Habib-agahi (1991).

The original purpose of the survey was to study the ability of software engineers to estimate effort
and size given an architectural design document. In addition, the survey included a brief
description of the typical approach each estimate used. The verbal protocols describing the cost
forecasts used in the study were made during the system functional design and software
requirements analysis phases (see Figure 4). Since data collected in this manner is not strictly
appropriate for Protocol Analysis, conclusions drawn from this secondary analysis of the data may
be questionable.

System
Requireme{ts Analysis
System
Functional DesiEn
- ortware
Requirements Analysis
‘ Software | Design
Soltware
Implementation
S oftware
Integration & Test
System
v v Integraton & Test
( Cost Forecast )

Figure 4: Timing of Cost Forecasting Verbal Protocol Collection
Relative to the Software System Development Lifecyle
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Table 1: Hypothetical Software Cost Forecasting Activities

Activity Definition
Requirements The obtaining or retrieval of information.
Identification
Key vocabulary words are: read requirements, talk to experts, review requirements, and obtain
requirements.
Attribute Attributes are key aspects of a task that are used in forming the system mental model and are
Identification also used as analogy discriminators and cost drivers. This is one of the main products of the

analysis of the requirements. Attribute identification is generally described by the basic
activity that was undertaken with the result that precise attributes are rarely specified at this
point. These consist of both product and process attributes.

Key vocabulary words are: identify, understand, analyze, and include.

Decomposition

The breaking down of a software entity (system, subsystem, etc.) into smaller and simpler
pieces. The types of decomposition that have so far been identified are:

functional,

work breakdown structure (WBS),

new vs old system components

requirements.

Key vocabulary words are: breakdown (functions), identify sub-tasks, develop WBS,

Estimation

The prediction of future cost and other key project management dimensions. Three types of
forecasts were reported: size, effort, and cost.

Estimation was further divided by type of technique used:
analogical
expert judgement
explicit analogy
algorithmic
rules of thumb
cost estimating relationships

Key vocabulary words are: use (analogy, rule of thumb), estimate (SLOC, effort), and cost.

Attribute
Application

The explicit use of the system attributes to discriminate between systems for purposes of
analogical comparison or as cost drivers when using an algorithmic approach. Identification
primarily depends upon specific mention of attribute.

While there is less homogeneity in the vocabulary some common phrases are: adjust, use
(f_og factor), add (change, foggctor, etc.), multiply.

Aggregation

The combination of forecasted values associated with the system pieces produced by
decomposition.

Key vocabulary words are: add-up, and run SRM (JPL resource management tool)

Adjustments

Muitipliers used independently of the system being estimated. Usually applied at a higher
level then attributes. Consist of adjustments for purposes of risk, scaling, and bias(error).

Key vocabulary word is: add percent.

Evaluation

Any activity performed as part of checking that a forecast meets certain criteria. Most often
this is the comparison of effort or cost estimate and is the last activity completed. Can also
be a design-to-cost activity.

Key vocabulary word is: compare to (cost of last task, budget).
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3.0 Cost Forecasting Activity Definitions

Table 1 contains a list of the software forecasting activities and sub-activities that were identified in
the process of converting the verbal protocols into data. These activities constitute an abstract
vocabulary that was used to describe the forecasting process. The activities and their definitions
were derived from the literature, JPL experiences documented in Lessons Learned, and the
personal costing experiences of the authors, then modified by the data available in the verbal
protocols to maximize the scoring of the linguistic units into one and only one scoring category.
The level of granularity of the activities determined the information obtainable from analysis of the
forecasters’ activity sequences. An activity set defined at too coarse a granularity can not
distinguish between sequences and all protocols will appear identical. An activity set defined with
to much detail, at too fine a granularity, makes every protocol appear unique. Hence identifying
the right granularity, or level of abstraction, is crucial. For a detailed description of the mapping
of the vocabulary used in the verbal protocols to these activities see Appendix A in Hihn et. al.

(1993).

The activities that have been added or changed since the analysis documented in Hihn et. al. (1993)
are Evaluation and a re-grouping of the estimation sub-activities. The Estimation activity has been
disaggregated into Size Estimation, Effort Estimation and Cost (dollar) Estimation. A distinction
has also been made between Formal and Informal Effort Estimation. Formal Effort Estimation
corresponds to the use of a CER or an analogical reference to a specific task or cost or size
database, and Informal Effort Estimation corresponds to the use of a rule-of-thumb or any form of
expert (engineering) judgment. When Effort Estimation is referred to as part of a specific mental
model, it always should be understood to mean Informal Effort Estimation. The addition of the
Evaluation activity to the activity list is the most fundamental change because it is a completely new
activity. The specific activities that are used for describing forecasters mental models in the current
analysis are Requirements Identification, Attribute Identification, Attribute Application,
Decomposition, WBS Decomposition, New/Old Decomposition, Size Estimation, Cost Estimation,
Informal Effort Estimation, Formal Effort Estimation, Aggregation, Adjustments, and Evaluation.

4.0 Software Forecasting Activity Analysis

The cost forecasting activities were analyzed several different ways in order to discern if there were
any well defined patterns in the data. The purpose in this part of the analysis was to see if the
frequency of use of an activity could be explained by some aspect of the system, environment, or
an overail method that was being used. The most significant relationship we found is displayed in
Table 2. For additional analysis of the activities see Hihn et. al. (1992). Some activities such as
requirements identification and attribute identification were used by all the engineers interviewed.
Some activities were used infrequently, e.g. adjustments and evaluation. There were three
activities that were found to define relatively distinct sub-populations and correlated with the type
of system being developed. These were the use of New/Old decomposition, size estimation, and
the execution of a second effort estimate, which we shall call an assessment 1. The other category
consisted of cases where no pattern of activity use could be discerned. If a protocol used both a
size estimate and an assessment it was counted twice. As will be seen in Section 6, the occurrence
of these activities drives the whole sequence of activities.

The different types of software systems identified were rapid prototyping, formal military, research
and development (R&D), evolving ground systems, and flight software. At JPL, rapid protoyping
is used primarily to support military systems that automate support activities and also have vague
requirements. There is a delivery at least once per year, with extensive user evaluation.

1. As will be seen in section 6 the use of multiple effort estimation activities was used to
identify a Cost Assessment life cycle phase.
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Documentation is kept to a minimum. The requirements are revisited with every delivery and a
new rank ordering of the requirements is produced. Formal military systems follow DOD-STD-
2167A. The R&D tasks cover a wide range of types of software from artificial intelligence to
human-computer interface to network protocols. The evolving ground systems consist of
software that supports the Deep Space Network and Space Flight Operations Center. Flight
software consists of on-board or flight support software, such as software that helps to develop the
navigation commands. Both ground and flight systems follow the JPL Software Management
Standard. Our analysis indicates that forecasters working with Rapid Prototyping systems use
assessment more extensively, Flight and Formal Military systems use size estimates more
extensively, Evolving Ground Systems use New/Old Decomposition more extensively, and the
R&D systems are uniform across the different key activities. The implications of these results are
that, while there is diversity in engineering-based costing approaches, there is also a clustering
around a few basic techniques.

Table 2: Sample Breakdown by Type of System and Forecasting Technique

System New/Old Assessment Size Estimate | Other System Type
Decomposi- Percentage
aon

Rapid 20 % 60 % 20% 13 %

Prototype

Formal 20 % 30 % 13 %

Military

Research ~ 18% 18 % 27 % 37 % 28 %

Evolving

Ground 43 % 21 % 14 % 21 % 36 %

System

Flight 25 % 75 % 10 %

Technique 23 % 26 % 3% 18 % 100 %

Percentage

5.0 Software Forecasting Life Cycle

As the focus of the analysis shifted from a static, or snapshot, view of what activities were
verbalized to a dynamic viéw of the data, or time sequencing of the activities, the variation in the
mental models due to personal style became even more apparent. The result is that most summaries
of the mental models basically produced a blur. This is shown very well by the graph in Figure 5,
which maps the sequence of activities to the order that they were verbalized.

Thus, we needed objective criteria by which to partition the set of verbal protocols to determine if
there was any clustering. The criteria could either partition the cases or partition time. As
discussed above (see Section 1), a number of approaches were tried . These were refined as
described in Section 4 to actually correlate the types of software systems with use of specific
decomposition and estimation activities. However, this was not enough, as analysis of the
probability transition networks revealed the existence of cyclic behavior. Breaking up these cycles
required that the mental models be partitioned over time as well. One systematic way to define a
partitioning over time is to specify a forecasting life cycle. Four phases were initially identified;
Problem Definition, Problem Analysis, Cost Determination and Cost Assessment. Due to the
nature of the verbal reports, it was not possible to distinguish between the first two phases, so for
purposes of analysis they were combined into a single Problem Definition and Analysis phase.

SEW Proceedings 122 SEL-93-003




Activity

LN -
rd ’ -
4 VS S0 M T N
Adjustnents ..l A Y L4 -~
7 ~ /, P et N
/. /4 4 ~ . e
] + NI N N
Aggregation VARG 4 y -
W QNG V B I R, AN
: < 4( ~, P+ 7 < - s\
Agxibute - ; - f7. - P -
Application S /_" g ZR0N 2 s — e _ 5 \
T /7 l,'.? y) 3 -" . F4
Estimation K ., 71 § i r',' {,' A .7 / £
+.7 ¥ o aly WS £
Decomposition - N\ - ‘)' . / 'I__'
. ¥ AT it sl W T, £
Aribute -2 Y2 P \ \ ./ A Y 5~
Identification RN N T 'I % y . NS :
+*K 7 PR (N .
Requiraments SN \\‘_ / " .
Identification Lt N " ~
4 L4 —+ + —+ 1 + + + —
1 2 3 a S (-3 7 8 ° 10 11

Time Sequonce

Figure 5 : Graphical Summary of Time Sequence of Activities
(Hihn et. al., 1993)

Table 2: List of Activities by Cost Forecasting Phase

Problem Definition Cost Determination Cost Assessment
and Analysis :
Attribute Identification Attribute Identification Attribute Application
Attribute Application Attribute Application Estimation
Requirements Identification Estimation Informal Effort
Decomposition Size Formal Effort
WBS Effort Evaluation
New/Old Cost
Aggregation
Adjustment

The assignment of activities, in the sample, to the phases is displayed in Table 2. The assignment
is based on the protocols that were available. It is expected that the number of activities, with
further studies, could increase in each phase due to access to more detailed protocols. Some
activities, such as attribute Identification and Application, are ubiquitous, appearing in every phase.
Other activities appeared only once, for example, Requirements Identification and Decomposition
appeared only as part of the Problem Definition and Analysis phase. Some care had to be taken in
determining when a verbal report transitioned between phases. The transition between Cost
Determination and Cost Assessment was signalled by phrases such as “and then we did a backup
estimate” or “compared our estimated cost to what it cost last time.” The transition between the
Problem Definition and Analysis phase and the Cost Determination phase was signalled when any
type of estimate was mentioned. The one problem that arose in the verbal reports related to
Attribute Identification that supported both Decomposition and Estimation activities. When
Attribute Identification supported Decomposition, it was recorded in the Problem Definition and
Analysis phase; when it supported estimation, it was recorded in the Cost Determination phase.
When Attribute Identification occurred on the boundary between the phases, it was recorded as
part of the Problem Definition and Analysis phase. In only one case was there compelling evidence
to do otherwise.

Figure 6 displays how this costing life cycle relates to the software development life cycle for the
verbal protocols used for this analysis is displayed in Figure 6. Cost estimates were made
throughout the life of a software development task. Clearly, the amount of effort put into the
different cost forecasting phases changes over the development life cycle. It is believed that, in the
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early stages of the development life cycle, more time tends to be spent in Assessment due to a lack
of information required to do a comprehensive detailed cost estimate. The main changes in our
model with respect to the Problem Definition and Analysis phase should be in the level of detail in
the decomposition. The overall result should show a decrease in time spent in the first phase
because each re-estimate builds on the previous one. The current data does not provide sufficient
information to test these hypothesis.

Sysem
Requirements Analysis
) System
Functional Design

wae
Implement ation
Software
Integration & Test
System
Integration & Test

Problem Definition
& Analysis Fhase _

Cost Determination Phascl

Cost Assesment Phase

Figure 6 : Forecasting Life cycle Compared to the Software
Development Life cycle

6.0 Software Forecasting Mental Models

The forecasters’ mental models can be represented, using Markov process modeling, by activity
flow diagrams. It was possible to identify four mental models that partitioned the data. The
activities and their transitions for each mental model are shown in Figures 7 through 11. Figure 7
shows the mental mode! of those who always used a New/Old Decomposition to support their cost
estimate. Figure 8 shows the mental model of those who always used a size forecast to support
their cost estimate. Figure 9 shows the mental model of those who always used an assessment
effort estimate to support their cost estimate. Figure 11 shows the mental model of those who used
both size and assessment. Figure 10 shows the activities and sequences for everyone in the sample
who had a cost assessment phase. The thickness of the line indicates the number of transitions
between activities, making it easier to visually discemn where the major activity transitions occur .
The thickness of the line is 2 pixels for each observation.
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Note that in Figures 7-9 and 11 the Effort Estimate, Aggregation, and Cost Estimate activities are
shaded in grey because there was some difficulty in discerning the actual sequence of these
activities. This was primarily due to the way in which the System Resource Management (SRM)
Tool, a cost accounting tool, was used. In many cases the respondent simply said and then “run
an SRM”. This tool can be used in a variety of ways, however, because it aggregates effort levels,
adds planned procurement expenditures, and calculates overhead rates. It was frequently not clear
how detailed the work was in determining the effort levels and procurements. Therefore, one level
of interpretation of these activities in the mental models was simply into and out of the box that
represents the combination of Effort Estimate, Aggregation and Cost Estimate.

It can be seen that, while there is a variety of activity sequences for each cost life cycle phase, there
is also a clear dominant route. In Figure 7, the New/Old Decomposition Mental Model, the route
was Requirements Identification, Attribute Identification, Decomposition (usually functional),
New/Old Decomposition, a branch between exiting to the Cost Determination Phase or repeating
Attribute Identification, finally exiting to the next phase. The Cost Determination Phase is less
clear but the most likely route appears to have been: Effort Estimate, Attribute Application,
Aggregation, Cost Estimate, Stop.

The dominant routes for the other mental models,while having similarities, do differ. Table 4
presents a summary of the sequence of activities for the main paths of the four mental models.
Two interesting behavior patterns appear: the increased use of attributes among those using
New/Old Decomposition and the lack of a Decomposition activity on the dominant path for those
using only Assessment. The latter most likely occurs because those who reported only using
Assessment did not have sufficient access to information: either because these were done as early,
“high level estimates or cost estimates for R&D tasks. In the New/Old mental model, the increased
use of Attribute Identification reflects the impact of grouping functions by degree of inheritance.
This is important because how the effort estimate was made depends upon the degree of experience
of those developing the functions.

Table 4: Activity Sequence Summary of Major Activity Transitions
for Forecasting Mental Models

Activity - New/Old Size Assessment Size and
Assessment

) A B

Requirements 1 1 1 1 I

Identification

Attnbute 2,5 2 2 2

Identification _

Decomposition 3 2 3

New/Old 4

Decomposition

Size Estimation 13 4 4

Etfort and Cost 6,8 4 3 5 6

Estimate

Attnbute 7 5

Application _

Assessment ' 4 6 7

Stop 9 5 , S5 7 8

A cursory review of the different mental models revealed to us that there exist substantial personal
style variations because there seems to be no one way to get a job done. However, there were
dominant pathways, and the mental models are clearly different. We interpret the primary
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differences in the mental models as representing the different ways that forecasters attempted to
reduce risk in their cost forecasts. The risk reduction techniques were based upon the use of either
multiple-decomposition steps, in this case additional New/Old Decompositions or multiple
forecasting steps. The multiple forecasting steps involve either forecasting software size or an
additional effort forecast (Assessment) . Very few used these risk reduction steps in

combination.

7.0 Summary and Conclusions

A viable process for capturing and analyzing the mental models software engineers use for cost and
size forecasting has been demonstrated. Our analysis demonstrates the existence of three
interdependent cost forecasting life cycle phases. The data analysis of the last few sections
provides a basis for us to begin to identify where software engineers can best use supporting
methods, tools, and data. Unfortunately, the currently available costing methods and tools only
support the Cost Determination phase. Methods, tools and data are needed that will:

support sequential estimation steps

support different techniques, save and assist in comparing results
store design information and supporting estimates

provide assistance in identifying task analogies

In addition the idiosyncratic nature of the individual protocols indicates that supporting methods
and tools need to capture and record the steps followed and information used by the forecaster.This

will provide a record of the assumptions and context within which the estimate was made, and
should improve the quality of updated estimates.

Finally, previously published analysis of this data showed that for experienced forecasters, those
who forecast frequently (at least every 6 months) on the average forecast effort 12% high, whereas
those who forecast less frequently (at greater than 6 month intervals) on the average forecast effort
44% low. This suggests examining the mental models of those activities and transitions most
dependent on memory and determining corrective support methods, tools and data.
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tools need to capture and record the steps followed and information used by the forecaster.This will
provide a record of the assumptions and context within which the estimate was made, and should

improve the quality of updated estimates.

Finally, previously published analysis of this data showed that for experienced forecasters, those who
forecast frequently (at least every 6 months) on the average forecast effort 12% high, whereas those
who forecast less frequently (at greater than 6 month intervals) on the average forecast effort 44% low.
This suggests examining the mental models of those activities and transitions most dependent on
memory and determining corrective support methods, tools and data.
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Why Should We Care
How Experts Forecast Software Costs?

In today’s cost-constrained environment, cost estimation is an integral
part of the engineer’s job

Therefore, tools and databases are needed to support integrating cost
analyses with traditional engineering practices

Previous surveys have shown that engineers in general do not use
tools and databases they perceive to be inconsistent with their
software cost forecasting mental models

The purpose of this study was to determine the requirements for
methods, tools and databases that are consistent with engineers’
software cost forecasting mental models

MAG/TMH/ JPL /November 29, 1993
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Questions That Needed to be Answered

Is there a set of well-defined software cost forecasting activities?

Do these activities combine into a small number of well-defined
mental models?

To what degree are differences in the mental models dependent upon
personal style, problem domain, and environment?

Do the different mental models fit within a single software forecasting
lifecycle?

How can a better understanding of existing software cost forecasting
practices improve the implementation of those practices?

MAG/IMH/ L /November 29, 1993

Background
Literature on mental models of forecasting is sparse:

results are not repeatable

previous studies support the assumption that there are a small
number of basic activities

Previous work by the authors identified more rigorous methods of
data capture and analysis

Cognitive Psychology provides a method of data capture
(Protocol Analysis)

Stochastic processes provide a method of analysis
(Transition Probability Matrices)

MAGTMH/ JPL/November 29, 1993
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Background (Cont.)

The current analysis uses data that existed from a previous study

We have been able to identify 28 observations that provide sufficient
detail for analysis

Respondents types and number of years of software experience varied

Protocols reflect forecasts made during either System Architectural
Design or Software Requirements Analysis

MAG/IMH/ Pt November 29, 1993 4

Forecasting Activities
Requirements Identification
Attribute Identification - People, Product, Process
Attribute Application - People, Product, Process
Decomposition - WBS, New/Old, Functional, Requirements
Aggregation
Size Estimation - Expert Judgement, Analogy, Rules of Thumb, CER
Effort Estimation - Expert Judgement, Analogy, Rules of Thumb, CER
Cost Estimation - Generic, SRM
Adjustment - Risk, Scaling, Bias

Evaluation

MAG/TME/ JP../November 29, 1993 5
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An Example of a COCOMO Software Cost Forecasting Mental Model

4——{ Identify Requirements
[Decomposiion 1y

Identify Attributes

| Effort Estimate

Aggregate

MAG/TMH/ 3L /November 29, 1993

LOC Estimate

| Apply Attributes |

Stop

Activity Clustering and Differences

Sample Breakdown by Type of System and Forecasting Technique

System New/Old | Assessment Size Other System
Decomposi- Estimate Type
tion Percentage
Rapid 20% 60 % 20% 13%
Prototype
Formal 20 % 80 % 13%
Military
Research 18 % 18 % 27 % 37 % 28%
Evolving
Ground 43 % 21 % 14 % 21 % 36 %
System
Flight 25 % 75 % 10 %
Technique 23 % 26 % 33% 18 % 100 %
Percentage
Sample Size equals 28, Due to use of multiple techniques total count is 39.
MAG/TMH/ Pt /November 29, 1993 7
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Scope of the Current Software Cost Forecasting Lifecycle
Relative to the Software Lifecycle

System

Requirements Analysis
System
Functional Design

oftware
Requirements Analysis
l Software\Dcsign

Software
Implementation

Software

Integration & Test
System
| Integration & Test

Problem Definition ’
& Analysis Phase

( Cost Determination Phase )
( Cost Assesment Phase ]

MAG/IMH/ JPAL/Novembes 29, 1993 8
Problem Definition and Analysis Phase
New/Old Only
Start
Attribute Identification Requirements Identification :
m Decomposition
New/Old
@)st Detcmlinaxiora
SEL-93-003
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Problem Definition and Analysis Phase
Size Forecasts Only

LAmibute Identification [*————"\=1 Requirements Identification

Decomposition

Attribute Application 1

[Cost Determinatioxa

Problem Definition and Analysis Phase
Size and Assessment Forecasts

L Attribute Identification | €=

Requirements Identification

Decomposition

@ost Detenninatioa
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Problem Definition and Analysis Phase
Assessment Forecasts Only

Attribute Identification [* Requirements Identification

Decomposition

 NowlOW

Cost Determination

Cost Determination Phase
New/Old Only

Problem Definition/Analysis )

A
Attribute Identification

Effort Estimate

4
Aggregation Attribute Application

\ Cost Estimate

Adjustment

Stop
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Cost Determination Phase

Size Forecasts Only
( Problem Definition/Analysis
Attribute Identification
Effort Estimate ~ Size Estimate
Aggre; aﬁon Attribute Application
£eres -» Cost Estimate PP
Adjustment
Stop
Cost Determination Phase
Assessment Forecasts Only
Problem Deﬁm’tion/Analysisj
Attribute Identification
Effort Estimate

'

Aggregation |

Adjustment

Attribute Application

Cost Estimate

SEW Proceedings
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Cost Determination Phase
Size and Assessment Forecasts

(?roblcm Definition/Analysis

Attribute Identification
Effort Estimate Size Estimate
! l { \J
Aggregation Attribute Application
geree - Cost Estimate PP

Adjustment

Assessment

Cost Assessment Phase

@ Determination

Informal Effort Estimate

Evaluation

Attribute Application |- Formal Effort Estimate
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Conclusions

Expert forecasters use simplification in the face of complexity
86 % only use one technique to reduce cost forecast risk
more detailed decompositions
more detailed forecasts
they keep cost techniques simple and use only a few cost drivers
Personnel Quality, Complexity, Language
Consistent with Cognitive Psychology findings in other fields

MAG/IMH/ JPL /November 29, 1993

Conclusions

Experts tend to use techniques based on domain knowledge
and rules of thumb

single domain experts generally get into
detailed forecasting quickly

multiple domain experts do
more abstract or generic forecasting

Design-To-Cost differs in that
Attribute Identification is more likely to be used as a first step

forecasts are iterated based upon cost-budget comparison

MAGIMH I, /November 29, 1993 10
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Summary
Spanning the Mental Model Problem Space

50 Mo T )

Cost Drivers

MAG/IMH/ JPL. /November 29, 1993 11

SEW Proceedings 143 SEL-93-003



Je-&/ ' N94- 36490
oes ¥

/ﬂ - )? Assessing Efficiency of Software Production for NASA-SEL Data

Anneliese von Mayrhauser Armin Roeseler

Computer Science Department
Colorado State University
Fort Collins, CO 80523

Abstract

:  This paper uses production models to identify and quantify efficient allocation of resources and key
drivers of software productivity for project data in the NASA-SEL database. While to analysis
_ allows identification of efficient projects, many of the meirics that could have provided a more

detailed analysis are not at a level of measurement to allow production model analysis. Production
models must be used with proper parameterization to be successful. This may mean a new look at
which metrics are helpful for efficiency assessment.

1 Introduction

Many organizations collect a plethora of metrics to help them analyze efficiency of software devel-
opment and maintenance. Just how helpful are they? We used production models and associated
metrics to assessment efficiency of NASA-SEL projects.

While production models have been used in Operations Research for quite a while, their use in
the computing field has been limited [1], [10], [13]. One reason for this is that successful develop-
ment of such models for the software development and maintenance process requires appropriate
parameterization (i. e. metrics that are able to help with root cause analysis for process inefficien-
cies). We can consider software development and maintenance as a production process and model
it accordingly. Inputs to the production model are various indicators of resources (effort, tools,
capital, expertise, etc.). Outputs reflect the characteristics of software produced (size, quality,
etc.). The production model then identifies which development activities were efficient and which
factors are related how much to inefficiencies found. This targets specific production activities for
improvement. At this point we need to look at more detailed metrics to identify further cause and
possible improvement actions. Except for [10, 9] all other applications in the computing field have
not provided metrics with the production model that make process improvement possible. Further,
(1] only models maintenance requests. To make production models useful for quantitative assess-
ment (and improvement) we must provide a hierarchy of metrics for further analysis of production
model results. Both metrics and production model are then bound into a process improvement
program.

Section 2 gives a short synopsis of how production models work and how they analyze parame-
ters. A more complete description can be found in {13]. Section 3 reports on the efficiency analysis
of NASA-SEL project data. Section 4 gives recommendations for using a production model for
efficiency assessment.
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Figure 2: Production Function and Efficiency Frontier

2 Production Models

Production models are causal models that integrate technical and economical analysis perspectives
to assess the efficiency of resources used to achieve software development goals. The motivating
idea of the production system model is the notion that the software development process transforms
resources (e.g., Programmer time, CPU time) into software products. The production function f
relates the inputs to the outputs and describes the resource transformation process. We say a
software development process is optimized if maximal levels of outputs are attained, given a set of
production input quantities.

Figure 1 depicts a production system model that describes how (possibly multiple) input factors
(resources) are transformed into (possibly multiple) output factors (e.g., deliverables, quality as-
pects) using a software development process. Feedback in the production system model is provided
through managerial decision making (e.g., deciding on process, pro ject plan and resources).

Because of the complex interactions of software development components, the analytic spec-
ification of the production function fis rarely feasible. In the absence of quantitative means to
determine the interactions and causalities of components in the production process directly, we
take an empirical approach to identify optimal production conditions based on historical data on
the software development process.

Via linear programming techniques, a convex set of production component data is constructed,
and a piecewise linear description of the efficient production frontier is obtained. The efficient
production frontier consists of observations that maximize software development goals, given re-
sources consumed, and sets the standard against which other projects or development periods are
evaluated. In the process, input efficiencies (slack values), and desired output targets are obtained.
Figure 3 shows a production function (A,B,C,D, E) and an efficient production frontier (00"
for a model with one input and one output.

Knowledge of a project’s relative (in)efficiency, amount of excess input, and desired output goals

2
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can then be used to

e evaluate the efficiency of a SW process,
e decide on strategies to improve efficiency, and

e develop improved SW processes.

3 Production Model Analysis of Project Data in the NASA-SEL
Database

We are evaluating project data in the NASA-SEL database with regards to the following:
o does the production model identify efficient and inefficient periods of production?

® are the metrics pinpointing the proper cause?

3.1 Production Model Analysis

We selected 49 projects for analysis. The selection criteria was completeness of project data
recorded. We wanted to start our analysis with a rich set of project descriptors. The following
Projects qualified:

2,6,8,10,19,26,34,35,36,37,38,39,40,46,47,48,49,50,51,52,53,54,55,56, 65,68,70,73,74,80,81,90,
101,102,103,104,105,106,108,110,114,115,116, 117,126,131,132,134,135

Production model analysis must identify inputs and outputs to the production process. These
must be at a ratio level of measurement. Rightaway, we face a severe restriction in possible inputs
and outputs to the model, since many of the data items are really ranks (e. g. Stability of
Requirements). Pretending such data is ratio level is inappropriate, much as we would like to
include such key productivity drivers. We decided on a two phase analysis, the first phase uses
the (small) set of production inputs and outputs that are at the proper level of measurement. The
second phase analyzes rank data, how they appear to influence efficent and inefficient projects.

Input Factors
P132 Total technical and management hours expended on project
P135 CPU hours used

Output Factors
P139 Number of changes made to system components
P141 Total SLOC for all components in the system

The production model clearly identified efficient and inefficient projects. The efficient projects
were: 53,54,55,74,110,134. We also included Project 48 with an Efficiency Score of 0.98. The
production model clearly identified the periods of inefficiency and the magnitude of inefficient
resource usage.

3.2 Metrics Analysis

Next lower level analysis uses the remaining metrics to identify:

* major factors that impact overall project efficiency
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e factors that pertain to efficient or inefficient projects only
e Identify factors that most sharply divide efficient from inefficient projects

A properly defined set of metrics is indispensable for successful use of the production model.
We found the following results:

1. Factors that correlate with both efficient and inefficient pro jects.

e Pos. Correlation (i.e., ‘more’ is beneficial)
— P90 Stability of Requirements
— P100 Stability of Management Team
While this confirms other analyses (e. g. those underlying the COCOMO model), this
correlation by itself does not tell us whether a lack of stability in requirements and
management team caused the inefficiency. Had this data been collected at a ratio level
of measurement, we could have identified cause.
o Neg. Correlation (i.e., ‘less’ is beneficial)
— P93 Rigor of Requirements Review
— P115 System Response Time
Again, this data is ordinal, and gives rise to possible interpretations. One might venture
to say that this result indicates that rigor can go overboard and thus causes inefficiencies,
but this might also be due to inconsistent data collection, specifically lack of inter-rater
reliability for P93. This would point to a need for metrics validation before collecting
them on a large scale.

9. Factors that correlate with inefficient projects, but do not correlate with efficient projects.
That is, efficient projects are immune to the factors listed below, while inefficient projects are
influenced by them.

e Pos. Correlation (i.e., ‘more’ is beneficial)
— P95 Development Team Application Experience

This is a very interesting result as it appears to say that ”if you’re not as efficient as you
could be, the experts bail you out”.

s Neg. Correlation (i.e., ‘less’ is beneficial)
— P88 Problem Complexity
— P105 Discipline in Requirements Methodology
— P112 Access to Development System
— P113 Ratio of Developers to Terminals

Again, much of this is ordinal data, some might be dependent, so if anything we should
investigate this further. What is quite interesting is that the efficient projects don’t seem
to be affected by this.

3. Factors that most sharply discriminated efficient and inefficient projects (statistics probably
not significant)

e Pos. Correlation (i.e., ‘more’ is beneficial)

— P106 Discipline in Design Methodology
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— P119 Quality of SW
® Neg. Correlation (i.e., ‘less’ is beneficial)

— P91 Quality of Requirements
4. All Other Factors:

e No significant correlations to efficient and inefficient projects detected.
e Incomplete data for factors P104 and P117.

While we could identify efficent and inefficient production outcomes for these 50 projects, many
of the State-of-the-art metrics in the NASA-SEL database do not have enough power to assess
the efficiency of software production in enough detail to suggest improvements. Two problems,
subjective ranking and questions about inter-rate reliability are key to the situation. Unfortunately,
this is a very common problem.

4 Conclusion

We clearly need methods to assess efficiency of software production. Reliable quantitative methods
paired with engineering judgement appear most promising. This paper described production models
and how to use them for efficiency assessment. We applied the approach to data from 49 projects
in the NASA-SEL database to show its benefits and the needs for better, more relevant metrics to
drive any quantitative evaluation.
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Production
for NASA-SEL Data
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1. Production models in software engineering
9. Production model analysis
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3. Analyzing NASA-SEL Data
e Productivity Analysis

e Metrics Analysis

4. Conclusion
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1. Production Models in Software Engineering
e Productivity is multi-faceted
® Analyze software development & maintenance as a
Slide 3 microeconomic production process
— resource transformation (empirically-based)
— mathematical approach to efficiency measurement

— incremental process of achieving/maintaining successively
higher levels of efficiency

2. Production Model Analysis

Inputs

Slide 4

f(Qo;Qn) = f(Qb,.--.QE;Q},....QF) =0
* QF level of m-th output, m=1,.... M
e Q7 level of n-thinput, n=1,... | N

o f: Rf — Rf production function giving maximal output for
given input
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Production Function

e complex interactions

Slide 5 . ] . .
» analytic specification rarely feasible
e use empirical approach based on historic production
observations
Estimation of Production Function
Qo
Qb
Slide 6 r@»
0 : [}
(178
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Measure of Efficiency of i-th Production Period

1
Slide 7 0< JOL)
T Qo, | @,

Ratio of observed versus desired

Production Mode] Use
Slide 8 e evaluate productivity (efficiency) of software production
e decide on strategies to improve overall efficiency

¢ develop improved process/plans

SEW Proceedings 152 SEL-93-003




Efficiency rating
Ratio 00, =, to OO = I; is efficiency rating

I 1 k=1
Effe = &=
le <1 k#1

Implications

most efficient periods set standards

no measure of absolute efficiency provided

new periods added may change standard and efficiency rating
poor periods don’t lower standard

best rating is one

observations remain in original, possibly non-commensurate

units

Slide 9
[ ]
L4
Slide 10 .
L}
L4
L ]
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3. Analyzing NASA-SEL Data

Objectives:

Slide 11
1de e does the production model identify efficient and inefficient

periods of production?

e are the metrics pinpointing the proper cause?

3.1. Production Model Analysis
49 projects with complete project data.
Slide 12 project metrics must have at least ratio level.
use 2 phase analysis:

o identify efficient projects based on ratio-level data

o analyze effect of rank data
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Factor Selection
Input Factors

P132 | Total technical and management hours expended on project
P135 | CPU hours used
Output Factors

Slide 13

P139 | Number of changes made to system components
P141 | Total SLOC for all system components
Efficient Projects: 53, 54, 55, 74, 110, 134, and 48.

3.2, Metrics Analysis

e major factors that impact overall project efficiency

Slide 14 . . . . .
e factors that pertain to efficient or inefficient projects only

e factors that most sharply divide efficient from inefficient

projects
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Factors that correlate with both project types

e more is better:
— P90 Stability of Requirements

Slide 15 — P100 Stability of Management Team

o less is beneficial
— P93 Rigor of Requirements Review
— P115 System Response Time

Factors that correlate with inefficient projects
e more is better:

— P95 Development team application experience

Slide 16 e less is beneficial
— P88 Problem Complexity
— P105 Discipline in Requirements Methodology

P112 Access to Development System

P113 Ratio of Developers to Terminals
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Factors that sharply discriminate efficent vs. inefficient projects
e more Is better:
— P106 Discipline in design Methodology
— P119 Quality of Software

Slide 17

o less is beneficial

— P91 Quality of Requirements

Disciplined Metrics Development
e evaluate quality of current metrics
- validity
— reliability

Slide 18 develop hierarchy of production relevant factors to measure

identify for all metrics: what/why/meaning

e parameterize the software development process

determine goal oriented selection process

bind into general metrics program
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4. Conclusions

Production Model Approach

¢ analytically identifies most efficient software development

Slide 19 . . . .
® derives a single measure of relative efficiency

* handles non-commensurate multiple output measures, multiple
production factors

e provides insights into how factors contribute to relative
efficiency ratings
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Session 3: Technology Assessment T

Jon D. Valett, NASA/Goddard

Ray Madachy, Litton Data Systems

Maurice H. Blumberg, IBM Federal Systems Company
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THE (MIS)USE OF SUBJECTIVE PROCESS
MEASURES IN SOFTWARE ENGINEERING

Jon D. Valett

SOFTWARE ENGINEERING BRANCH
Code 552
NASA/Goddard Space Flight Center /=

S57-6/

Greenbelt, Maryland 20771

Steven E. Condon

COMPUTER SCIENCES CORPORATION
GreenTec II—10110 Aerospace Road
Lanham-Seabrook, Maryland 20706

WHAT ARE SUBJECTIVE
PROCESS MEASURES?

A variety of measures are used in software
engineering research to develop an under-
standing of the software process and product.
These measures fall into three broad cate-
gories: quantitative, characteristics, and sub-
jective. Quantitative measures are those to
which a numerical value can be assigned, for
example effort or lines of code (LOC). Char-
acteristics describe the software process or
product; they might include programming
language or the type of application. While
such factors do not provide a quantitative
measurement of a process or product, they do
help characterize them. Subjective measures
(as defined in this study) are those that are
based on the opinion or opinions of individ-
uals; they are somewhat unique and difficult
to quantify.

Capturing of subjective measure data typi- -
cally involves development of some type of .
scale. For example, "team experience” is one
of the subjective measures that were collected .
and studied by the Software Engineering -
Certainly, team experi-
ence could have an impact on the software -
process or product; actually measuring a °
team's experience, however, is not a strictly .
mathematical .exercise. Simply adding up .

Laboratory (SEL).

SEW Proceedings
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each team member's years of experience

appears inadequate. In fact, most researchers
would agree that "years" do not directly
translate into "experience.” Team experience
must be defined subjectively and then a scale
must be developed—e.g., high experience
versus low experience; or high, medium, low
experience; or a different or more granular
scale. Using this type of scale, a particular
team's overall experience can be compared
with that of other teams in the development
environment.

Defining, collecting, and scaling subjective
measures is difficult. First, precise definitions
of the measures must be established. Next,
choices must be made about whose opinions
will be solicited to constitute the data.
Finally, care must be given to defining the
right scale and level of granularity for
measurement.

WHY DO SOFTWARE ENGINEERS
NEED SUBJECTIVE MEASURES?

Despite the difficulties inherent in working
with subjective measures, many researchers
propose that the software process and product
can not be characterized fully without them.
Early work by Walston and Felix! used sub-
jective data for characterizing software.
Intermediate COCOMO? uses 16 subjective

SEL-93-003
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cost drivers for estimating software cost.
These subjective measures range from
"amount of experience with the development
programming language" to "product complex-
ity." For a given project, each of the 16 fac-
tors is rated and used to develop the basic cost
estimate. The expectation is that inclusion of
these factors will yield a more pre-
cise/accurate cost estimate. In fact, almost all
cost models use some subjective factors.

In addition to cost modeling, software engi-
neering researchers use subjective measures
to help quantify other aspects of the software
process. For example, they might try to deter-
mine if the team experience factor has any
impact on productivity or reliability. In
developing a reliability model, they might
look at the quality of the team's code reading.
Subjective measures can also be used in
defining software domains. In this applica-
tion, a subjective measure might be consid-
ered a defining factor in placing particular
software in one domain versus another.
Projects that use formal structured analysis,
for example, may be in a different domain
from those that use other methods.

This research examines the use of subjective
measures in software engineering experi-
mentation. In the sections that follow, this
paper discusses the early experiences of the
SEL collecting and applying subjective mea-
sure data, looks at refinements the SEL made
to their collection and analysis process, and
then reports on more recent SEL studies using
subjective data. Some general recommenda-
tions are made for the collection and use of
subjective data based on lessons learned in
the SEL.

THE SEL AND SUBJECTIVE
MEASURES

The SEL is a research organization that sup-
ports the Flight Dynamics Division of
NASA/Goddard Space Flight Center. Its pur-
pose is to investigate the effectiveness of
software engineering technologies applied to
the development of flight dynamics software.

The SEL collects a variety of data from appli-
cation software projects for use in its research

SEW Proceedings

and experiments. These data include infor-
mation on effort, size, computer resources,
project characteristics, and a number of sub-
Jjective measures. (For a complete description
of the data collected see Reference 3.) The
SEL began collecting subjective measures
data in 1977. The primary goals for these
data were to validate the models of other
software engineering researchers and to fully
characterize the SEL environment. As with
many early SEL data collection efforts, an
attempt was made in this case to collect every
possible piece of data. On each project, over
300 individual subjective measures were
collected.

For each measure, managers gave an opinion
expressed as a rating based on a 0-5 scale.
The data were not validated/cross-checked in
any way before being stored in the SEL
database. No one else examined the ratings
given or tried to provide consistency across
projects. Furthermore, the 0-5 ratings were
not defined. Thus, for the same measure on
the same project, two different individuals
might have given different ratings. While this
was somewhat minimized because there were
very few people providing the data, the data
were still inconsistent. Also, due to the lack
of precise definitions for ratings, inconsis-
tency was possible not only amongst data
providers but also from project to project and
from year to year. That is, because of
changing perceptions, similar projects may
have been given different ratings. Neverthe-
less, these data were used by the SEL in a
variety of experiments, two of which are
detailed below.

Early Uses of Subjective Measures

One early experiment using subjective mea-
sures was the development of a meta-model
for software development resource expendi-
tures.* The goal of the experiment was to
develop a cost model that included subjective
process measures. First, the subjective data
from the SEL database were converted from
the 0-5 scale to a binary (high/low) scale for
use in the experiment. Second, the re-
searchers selected one manager who was
familiar with all the projects as a source for
establishing consistency across the projects.
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Using data from 17 projects, the researchers
developed a baseline cost model that related
effort to LOC. They examined the impact on
cost of 71 different subjective measures to
determine if any of them showed a significant
relationship to the cost of the project. No sig-
nificant correlation was found. The data
proved to be too detailed to really determine
if there was any impact.  While the
researchers were able to find some correlation
between certain measures and cost, it was not
consistent. The researchers then applied a
grouping technique to the measures, convert-
ing the 71 measures into three groups. This
allowed them to build new, broader-based
subjective measures. Using these three mea-
sures they built a new cost model which they
later confirmed against new projects that were
similar to those in the data set.

Two main points emerge from reviewing this
experiment:

« Be wary of "looking for correlations.”
While these researchers found some cor-
relations when using the detailed data,
they proved to be inconsistent. In almost
any experiment using subjective data
some correlations may exist, but they
must be repeatable to be significant.

Collecting lots of data does not guarantee
lots of results. In this experiment the vast
amount of data collected had to be con-
verted to a much less detailed set.

In a second experiment using subjective mea-
sures, SEL researchers sought to determine
the effect of modern programming practices
(MPPs) on productivity and reliability.’
Again, the subjective measures data in the
SEL database were used after being converted
to a binary scale and combined into groups.
However, the grouping method used in this
experiment differed from the method used in
the previous experiment. Various subjective
measures were combined with quantitative
data to predefine MPPs such as structured
coding and tool use. Then, analyzing data
from 22 projects, the researchers tested the
effects of MPPs on productivity and relia-
bility. No correlation was shown on produc-
tivity, while quality of documentation,
amount of quality assurance, and quality of
code reading did have an impact on error rate.
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Unfortunately, these results were never con-
firmed over other data sets.

Major lessons on subjective measures from
this study are:

« Detailed subjective data probably are not
useful. Having over 300 different subjec-
tive measures actually proved to be less
useful than having fewer, more general
categories of subjective information.

To validate results using subjective data,
confirm the results across multiple data
sets.

Refining SEL Subjective
Data Collection

In 1987, the SEL (recognizing the difficulty
with collecting and using over 300 detailed
subjective measures) set out to significantly
reduce the data set. Based on the experience
of other researchers and the specific experi-
ence of the SEL, a new set of 36 measures
was defined. These data continue to be col-
lected today.

Subjective measure data are now provided by
project leads. At the end of each project, the
project lead completes a questionnaire that
uses a -5 scale. (The questionnaire is
included as an appendix.) The opinions of the
project lead are presumed to be accurate; no
other validation or cross-checking of the data
is done. This data collection policy still
allows bias and potential inconsistency within
the data as people with different perspectives
and experiences might give the same project
different scores. Two experiments using the
newer subjective data are discussed below.

Recent Experiences with
Subjective Measures

Recently, a study was conducted in which the
36 subjective measures were applied to a
basic cost model. This was done as part of a
larger effort to build a specific cost model for
the SEL environment. In this study the
researchers used the measures as they were
recorded in the SEL database. They devel-
oped a basic cost model and then attempted to
improve that model by adding various
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subjective measures. On the initial data sets
used, some of the measures did appear to
improve the cost models, but when the
researchers tried to validate the models using
different data sets (from similar projects) they
were unable to duplicate the results. In fact,
they found similar improvements in the mod-
els when they substituted random data for the
actual subjective measures data. Given these
results, the researchers concluded that the cur-
rent subjective data should not be used as a
factor in projecting cost.

Two lessons learned from this experience:

» Collecting data on a 1-5 scale is probably
not optimal. Distinguishing each rating,
for example a "2" versus a "3," is difficult.
In the past, when these data have been
used in analysis they have been converted
to a binary scale. The scale should be

" reduced either when the data are collected
or when they are used.

*  Results should be confirmed over multiple
data sets. This has been pointed out
before, but it bears repeating. In too many
instances researchers have come to con-
clusions based on one set of projects
without checking out the results on other
similar projects.

Another study was conducted (specifically for
this report) with the goal of determining the
impact of subjective measures on effort,
errors, and changes. Data were converted to a
binary scale. Also, the analytic method used
assumed that the 36 measures were not inde-
pendent. (The previous study did not address
the dependency of the data.) For any set of
projects, a linear model was built relating the
size of a project to a particular measure, such
as changes. Then a set of subjective measures
that may have had an impact on the chosen
measure was identified. From that set, the
factors that were most likely to have had an
impact and those that best represented the
dependent set of measures were added to an
enhanced linear model. Attempts to validate
these models against multiple similar data sets
showed little or no consistency.

Based on this study and the others discussed,

it appears that even the conservative use (i.e.,
using a binary scale and incorporating data
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dependency) of the subjective measures data
collected by the SEL is of questionable value.
While previous analyses of the data showed
some promise, recent experiences have been
less successful.

MISUSES AND USES OF
SUBJECTIVE MEASURES

Based on these findings, SEL researchers
have questioned the value of collecting these
data. Although the data may not be viable for
rigid statistical analyses, they can be impor-
tant tools for environment characterization
and research planning purposes. When work-
ing with subjective measures, the following
guidelines should be considered:

» Be cognizant of the data collection mech-
anism and the extent to which the data are
validated. Make no assumptions con-
cerning the accuracy and validity of the
data.

»  When defining subjective measures for
collection, less is usually better. Collect-
ing a wide variety of data without a plan
for their use is pointless.

»  Use subjective measures to spot trends
and set goals for more detailed experi-
ments. General subjective measures can
be a good place to start when setting goals
for research. This is probably the best
way to use loosely defined, nonvalidated
subjective measures such as those col-
lected by the SEL.

Given the somewhat limited usefulness of the
SEL's subjective measure data, the SEL might
be expected to abandon collection of subjec-
tive data. Subjective information, however, is
important for understanding an environment
and it provides a context for data analysis.
When designing experiments or studies, a
researcher needs to examine subjective infor-
mation about a project to decide if that project
is appropriate for inclusion in a particular
study. That information might, however, be
more likely found in project documents (e.g.,
lessons learned reports) than in ranked ques-
tionnaire responses.

Rather than abandon subjective measure data
collection, the SEL needs to define a set of
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subjective measures that accurately captures
the critical elements of the local environment.
From there, a set of goals for the subjective
measures must be identified and a set of
questions generated that precisely defines the
measures for the local environment. The last
step would be to develop a methodology for
collecting and validating the data. If such
steps are taken, the validity of the subjective
measures data could be improved and their
usefulness in the SEL's ongoing process
improvement program could be reexamined.
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APPENDIX—SEL SUBJECTIVE DATA COLLECTION QUESTIONNAIRE

CTIVE EVALUATION FORM

Project: Date:

w

Indicate response by circling the corresponding numeric ranking.

L. PROBLEM CHARACTERISTICS
1. Assess the intrinsic difficulty or complexity of the problem that was addressed by the software development.

1 2 3 4 5
Easy Average Difficut

2. How tight were schedule constraints on project?
1 2 3 4 5
Loose Average Tight

3. How stable were requirements over development period?
1 2 3 4 5
Looss Average High
4. Assess the overall quality of the requirements specification documents, including their clarity, accuracy,
consistency, and completeness.

1 2 3 4 5
Low Average High

5. How axtensive were documentation requirements?

1 2 3 4 5
Low Average High

6. How rigorous were formal review requirements?

1 2 3 4 5
Low Average High

fl. PERSONNEL CHARACTERISTICS: TECHNICAL STAFF
7. Assess overall quality and abikity of development team.

1 2 3 4 5
Low Average High
8. How would you characterize the development team's experiance and familiarity with the application area of
the project?
1 2 3 4 5
Low Average High
9. Assess the development team's sxperience and familiarity with the development environment (hardware
and support software).
1 2 3 4 5
Low Average High
10. How stable was the composition of the development team over the duration of the project?
1 2 3 4 S
Loose Average High
FOR LIBRARIAN'S USE ONLY
Number: Entered by: g
Date: Checked by: g
NOVEMBER 1991
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APPENDIX—SEL SUBJECTIVE DATA COLLECTION QUESTIONNAIRE

CTIVE EVALUATION FORM

Hl. PERSONNEL CHARACTERISTICS: TECHNICAL MANAGEMENT

11. Assess the overall performance of project management.
1 2 3 4

Low Average High
12. Assess project management's experience and familiarity with the application.
1 2 3 4 5
Low Average High
13. How stable was project management during the project?
1 2 3 4 5
Low Average High
14. What degree of disciplined project planning was used?
1 2 3 4 5
Low Average High
15. To what degree were project plans followed?
1 2 3 4 5
Low Average High

IV. PROCESS CHARACTERISTICS

16. To what extent did the developrment team usa modern programming practices (PDL, top-down
development, structured programming, and code reading)?
1 2 3 4 S
Low Average High

17. To what extent did the development team use well-defined or disciplined proceduraes to record
specification modffications, requirements questions and answers, and interface agreemants?
1 2 3 4 5

Low Average High
18. To what extent did the development team use a well-defined or discipiined requirements analysis
mathodology?
1 2 3 4 5
Low Average High
19. To what extent did the development team use a well-defined or discipiined design methodology?
1 2 3 4 5
Low Average High
20. To what extent did the development team use a well-defined or disciplined testing methodology?
1 2 3 4 5
Low Average High

IV. PROCESS CHARACTERISTICS

21. What software tools wers used by the developmant team? Check all that apply from the list that follows
and identity any other tools that were used but are not listed.

0 Compiler Ocar

[ Linker {J PANVALET

O editor {0 Test coverage tool

O Graphic display builder [ Interface checker (RXVP8O, etc.)

] Requirements language processor [ Language-sensitive editor

[ Structured analysis support tool ] symbolic debugger

T PDL processor O Configuration Management Tool (CMS, etc.)

O IsPF [J Orhers {identity by name and function)

(] sAP 5
22. To what extent did the development team prepare and follow test plans? &

1 2 3 4 5 g
Low Average High g
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_ SUBJECTIVE EVALUATION FORM

IV. PROCESS CHARACTERISTICS (CONTD)

23. To what extent did the development team use well-defined and discipiined quality assurance procedures
{reviews, inspections, and walkthroughs)?

1 2 3 4 5
Low Average High
24. To what extent did development team use well-defined or disciplined configuration management
procedures?-
1 2 3 4 5
Low Average High

V. ENVIRONMENT CHARACTERISTICS
25. How would you ehargctoﬁzo the dgvelopmont team’s degree of %ccess to the development system?
1 4

Low Average High
26. What was the ratio of programmers to terminals?
1 2 3 4 5
8:1 4:1 21 11 12

27. To what degree was the development team constrained by the size of main memory or direct-access
storage available on the development system?
1 2 3 4 5
Low Average High

28. Assess the system r@sponse time: were the turnaround times experienced by the team satisfactory in
light of the size and nature of the jobs?
1 2 3 4 5

Poor Average Very Good

29. How stable was the hardware and system support software (including language processors) during the
Pf°i°¢1*’-’

2 3 4 5
Low Average High
30. Assess the effactiveness of the software tools.
1 2 3 4 5
Low Average High

Vi. PAODUCT CHARACTERISTICS
31. To what degree does the delivered software provide the capabilities specified in the requirements?

1 2 3 4 5
Low Average High
32. Assess the quality of the delivered software product.
1 2 3 4 5
Low Average High
33. Assess the quality of the design that Is present in the software product.
1 2 3 4 5
Low Average High
34. Assess the quality and completeness of the delivered system documentation.
1 2 3 4 5
Low Average High
35. To what degree were software products delivered on time?
1 2 3 4 5
Low Average High
36. Assesi'. smoothnaess 2or relative aa.rae of aceeptanie testing.
Low Average High

APPENDIX—SEL SUBJECTIVE DATA COLLECTION QUESTIONNAIRE

6201G(13)- 11
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The (Mis)use of Subjective Process
Measures in Software Engineering

Jon. D. Valett
NASA/GSFC

Steve Condon
CSC

G218.001

Categories of Measurement Data

Quantitative Characteristics Subjective
- Effort - Programming Language | - Team experience
- LOC - Platform - Requirements stability
- Computer use - Appilication - Degree of MPP
. . :
® [ ®

Subjective Measures -
those that are based on the opinion of individuals

How Should Subjective Measures be Used in Software Engineering?

G218.002
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Need for Subjective Measures

¢ Help to Quantify the Software Process
- Does team experience impact productivity?

- Do Modern Programming Practices (MPPs) impact the development
process and product?

¢ Improve Models of Software Process and Product
- Error Rate = X * Developed LOC - Y * Quality of Code Reading
- Intermediate COCOMO

¢ Define Software Domains
- Are projects that use structured analysis different from those that don't?

G218.003

Subjective Measures

® There are many subjective measures
e.g.
- Team experience
- Management stability
- Machine availability
- Quality of tool set -
- Schedule constraint
- Product complexity
etc.

® There have been many proposed uses -
- Walston and Felix
- COCOMO
- Other Cost Models
- Domain Analysis

G218.004
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The SEL and Subjective Measures

Beginning in 1977 the Software Engineering Laboratory (SEL) began
collecting subjective measures

Philosphy -
Validate models of other researchers

Fully characterize the environment

Sumary
What Data? Coliect Everything {over 300 individual measures)
Who Provides? Managers rate
How Collected? After project completion

Use 0-5 scale

How Clarified/Validated None

G212.005

Use of Subjective Measures
“The Meta-Mode! for Software Development Resource Expenditures*”

Goal: Subjective Measures:
Develop a cost model that - Converted to binary scale
incorporates subjective . -
process measures - Validated measyres usmg 1 manager as source
- Converted detailed data into three groups

Procoss ) ]
‘Atiempt 1o incorporate - -
Develop basehne model 1. 17 71 sulgyectwe measures Conver!ed 71 Created naw model’
Effort = .72 Devl.OC + 34 : » measures to effort = initial model +
using 17 projects. - - Yielded "‘““'“9 K 3 groups effort multipliers
R TR T CEN NSI.I"S g 3 . -
Result:
Mode! confirmed using new projects similar 1o those in data sel
Lessons:
- If you look hard enough you may find some correlations . "
Bailey and Basili
- A lot of data does not generate a lot of results 1981

3218.006
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Use of Subjective Measures
“Evaluating Software Engineering Technologies*”

Goal: Subjective Measures:
ng/lPl:s_ affec; sliabilin? - Converted to binary scale
roductivity and reliability? . .
P ty vy - Combined data into groups
Process:
Tested affects of MPPs such as
Quality assurance No findings on cost
Combined s.ubiective ] TOOII\?’SE 9
measures with quantitative » Structured Code » Error Rate affected by -
data on 22 projects to Code reading Documentation
define MPPs . Quality assurance
[ Code reading
¥ [ ]
Result:
Not confirmed over other data sets (within the same domain) - conclusions questionable
Lessons:
- Confirm results over multiple similar data sets - Carc. McGa
- A lot of data does not generate a iot of resuits Page 1987 el

G218.007

Reducing the Measure Set
Boehm’s Software Engineering Economics -

120} Language experience
23] Schedule constraini
123| Data base size SEL Experience
3 7 Temaround ime - Requirements Stability
£ | Vinual machine experience - Management Experience
§ Virlual machine volatiity + . Use of test plans = 36 measures
3 8..7] Sotware 1o0is - Configuration management
§ 4] Modem programming practices .
§ ;=1 Siorage contraint °
£ .
&
[ Retevant 1o the SEL
1.00 150 200 25  IW 350 4.00
G218.008 Software productivity range -
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Current Subjective Measures (1987 - Present)

Philosphy -
Determine the impact of key measures on the software process and product
Characterize the environment

Sumary
What Data? 36 General subjective measures
Who Provides? Project leads
How Collected? After project completion
Use 1-5 scale
Survey form

How Clarified/Validated None

The SEL continues to collect high level subjective measures J

G218.009
Use of Subjective Measures
“Cost Estimation Study”

Goal: Subjective Measures:
Improve a basic cost model - Used the 1-5 ratings
using subjective measures - Used multiple data sets

Process: o ]
. o Use subjective data to find gL validale
Start with basic cost model new models” ~ "~ - » Some measures - using multiple
Effort = DevLOC/3.2 ~ effort = DevLOC improve:modal data sets -
32 - (weight*subj.measure)] . -w random numbers
Results:

- Enhanced models inconsistent over multiple dala sets
. Random numbers improved models as wel as the real dala

Lessons:
- Tend toward conservative use of measures

(1-5 scale too detailed) « Candon
- Carefully evaluate all resuits Regardie 1993

G218.010
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Use of Subjective Measures
“Impact of Subjective Measures on Effort, Errors, and Changes”

Goal: Subjective Measures:

Are there subjective - Converted to binary scale
measures that impact As dd in th
effort, errors, and - Assume _ependency in the data
changes? - Used multiple data sets

Process: Find subjective measures that N

e e may impact . Develop enhanced
Develop a iinear madel CBG linear model " Validate

G - Qu . . " .
FILIND R o * J e » E - I ‘ - Using multiple
Ct = X.* DevlOC . .- Qualily of documentation changes = X *'DevlOC - dala sets -

: PR .. Y * Subjective measure :

Result:
Littie or no consistency found among data sets

Lessons:
- Even conservative use of data is questionable
- The 36 measures are not independent

G218.011

Misuses of Subjective Measures

e Don't search for correlations, because you will find at least one
e Don't collect too much data without understanding how to use it
e Don't go beyond the validity and consistency of your data

e Don't rely on on-line data - except to spot trends/set goals

The measures contain no miracle answers. They are only one tool.

G218.012
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Subjective Measures # Subjective Information

e Subjective Information Provides Context for Analysis
- Lessons learned documents

- Project annotations

e Set Goals for Subjective Information
e Subjective Information Transformed into Subjective Measures by
- Local definitions

- Using consistent data collection methods

Subjective information is critical to understanding an environment,
but don’t think it is easy

G218.013
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ANALYSIS OF A SUCCESSFUL INSPECTION PROGRAM
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ABSTRACT
Litton Data Systems has institutionalized the inspection process, and achieved

dramatic results in terms of defect prevention and cost savings thus far. Additionally,
several findings have been gleaned from an analysis to optimize the process. Over 300
inspections have been performed over the last two years on many types of documents, and
this paper describes some quantitative results to-date from the initial "champion” project.

BACKGROUND
Litton was first trained in inspections by Tom Gilb in 1989. His method differs from

Fagan's [Gilb 88], and Litton has subsequently modified Gilb's method for in-house. The
success of our program owes much to strong executive support. Inspections are now the
cornerstone of our peer review process.

Over 400 software personnel have been trained in inspections, and inspections are
now being used on four major development programs. Our software director set project
goals to save at least 50% of integration effort by spending more effort during design and
coding for inspections. Thus far, we appear to be achieving this goal.

Unique properties of the Litton inspection process include no "reader" role, no
discussion on defect category during inspection, a routing process for inspection results, no
time limit on causal analysis and the use of a Software Engineering Process Group (SEPG)
Peer Review Coordinator. A standard reporting form, as shown in Table 1, has been

devised for collecting the inspection data.
Though project management has collected some high-level inspection statistics, the

SEPG instituted an inspection database as part of its metrics program to evaluate process
improvement. Data from the form in Table 1 goes into the database, and is regularly entered
at the end of each week. The database was used for this analysis, and validated against high-
level project management data. The provision on the form for defect categories supporting
causal analysis is a recent addition, so little data has been collected for defect category
analysis up to this point. The following sections describe some results-to-date of our analysis

of the inspection data.
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Table 1: Typical Data Sheet

INSPECTION STATISTICS

HODERATOR: DATE: _16 November 1993
SUBJECT: _DP 18.14 CHUNK : 1 SUBJECT TYPE: Detai] Design

PRE INSPECTION MEETING DATA

INSPECTOR PREPARATION HAJORS MINORS TOTAL

TIME (minutes) ITEMS
A
42 1 1 2
B
) 2 6. (]
c
1] 2 1 i
D
30 2 S S
E
F
TOTALS 190 1 13 14

INSPECTION MEETING DATA

Estimated SLOCs (from FDB): N/A

Changed Pages/Changed Lines Inaspected:_ 558 Stert Time:_9:09

Total MAJORS Asserted: Q Stop Time: _9:40

Total MINORS Asserted: 22 Inspection Time (win):__3]

Total Defects Asserted: 22 Defects Asserted Per Minute:_.70

Chesnged Pages/Changed Lines Inspected Per Hour:

Nev Defects Found During Meeting: S

POST INSPECTION MEETING DATA

Total HAJORS Accepted: "] Total Minors Accepted: 19

Revork Kours: _4 _ Hours Working Causal Analysis Items:__N/A

Number of Causal Analysis JItems Requiring Action:_MNone

Category Totale: 1:_2 2:_1 _ 3: 0  4:_1 _ 5: 4 6: 9 7: 3 8:_ ]
9: @ 10:_0 11: @ 12: @ 13: 7

ANALYSIS
This analysis concerns both optimization of the inspection process, as well as

performing a cost/benefit analysis to determine how much extra effort is used during design
and coding for inspections and how much is saved during testing and integration. This effect
on project effort is shown in Figure 1 from [Fagan 86].
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Figure 1: Effect of Inspections on Project Effort (from [Fagan 86])
The following formulations are used in this analysis:
defects found = items from preparation + new items
inspection effort = preparation effort + meeting effort + rework effort
defect removal effectiveness = defects found / inspection effort
finding rate = defects / meeting time

inspection rate = inspected pages / meeting time

meeting effort = (meeting time) * (# personnel involved).

Preparation effort is the total effort for all inspectors. A major defect is defined as an error
that would lead to a trouble report during testing and integration. A new item is one found
during the inspection meeting that was not identified by any inspectors during pre-inspection
preparation. We decided to separate new items discovered at the inspection meeting from
defects noted during preparation, as we have observed that certain practices increase the new
item finding rate and wish to investigate further.

Several types of documents are inspected: requirements (both requirements
description and requirements analysis); design (top-level and detailed design); code; and
change requests. Summary statistics are shown in Table 2. The total inspection effort was
distributed as follows: preparation effort - 27 %, inspection meeting effort - 39% and rework
effort - 34%. The last column in Table 2 represents the defect removal effectiveness. As

seen, the effectiveness decreases for later documents.
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Table 2: Summary Statistics

Inspection LOC Major Defects/
Subject Type Total Defects Total Majors Effort # Pages Inspected Inspection Effort
REQUIREMENT DESCRIPTION 460 72 78 179 o .923
REQUIREMENT ANALYSIS 2165 177 483 1065 0 .366
HIGH LEVEL DESIGN 2198 188 655 1592 (o] .287
DETAILED DESIGN 1550 127 610 1387 19007_ .208
Subtotal 6374 564 1826 4223 19007 .309
CODE 4272 432 1742 5047 149361 .248
CHANGE REQUEST 814 27 309 1579 0 .087
Grand total 11460 1023 3877 10849 168368 .264

When the defect density for these document types are ordered by activity, the results
show that the defects steadily decrease since the predecessor artifacts were previously
inspected. This is shown in Figure 2, overlayed with similar results from JPL [Kelly-Sherif
90]. The trend seems to corroborate the previous results. Code is not shown because of
inconsistencies in reporting the document size. These results strongly support the practice of
inspecting documents early as possible in the life cycle.

35 T

—*— Litton

se-e-- JPL [Kclly-Shcnf 90]
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Figure 2: Defect Density per Subject Type
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Project Effort for Inspections

We tracked the inspection effort as a portion of the total software development effort
over the last year. The effects of schedule pressure were seen on inspection data, much as it
is observed for staff coding and integration efforts before a "drop dead” date. This trend is
shown in Figure 3, where the percent of project effort dedicated to inspections is plotted.
The monthly inspection effort profile shows extreme peaks right before two Technical
Interface Meetings where the customer evaluates the inspected documents, and right before a
Preliminary Design Review with the customer. For this time period of regular inspections,
an average of 2.9% of effort was spent on inspections. ~ Both  preparation time and
inspection time increased during the peaks, but preparation time increased much more
severely. The relatively small increase in actual inspection time indicates that the meeting
process remained under control, instead of moderators drastically slowing the pace to find
more defects. These dynamic effects on effort due to schedule pressure affect the long term
averages and short-term project behavior, and should be kept in mind when planning effort
or evaluating project trends since process stability is affected.

6 -+

verage=2.9%

£
8
§3
(-9
2
1
0 + + —
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& & & 5 ¢ & & § 5 = % 3 &

Month

Figure 3: Percent of Project Effort for Inspections

Based on statistics on the inspection effort and knowledge about the process, a
bottoms-up inspection costing algorithm has been devised. It identifies effort for pre-
inspection, inspection and post-inspection activities based on the type and length of the
inspected document(s). The algorithm is being included in a cost model used in the
Division.

Return on Investment
The following return on investment (ROI) method of tracking inspection success
calculates the difference of testing time saved and inspection effort for each meeting [Grady
92], [Rodriguez 91]. It uses the formulation
ROI= (found defects) * (average effort to fix defect in test) - inspection effort

5
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for each inspection meeting, using major defects only. The rationale for equating test defects
with design defects follows from the previous definition of a major defect. At Litton, our
historical data on the product line shows an average of 17.6 person-hours is spent to fix
defects during testing. Using this value, the ROI for each inspection is shown in Figure 4.
Overall, the total return from these inspections has been 14,210 person-hours of effort, with
an average return of 63.4 person-hours per inspection. Out of 223 inspections, 139 have

provided savings.

Person-hours Saved
g

0 L0l | ol
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@
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201
221
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141
161
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g
e
21 L
41
&1

Inspection Number

Figure 4: Return on Investment per Inspection

Statistics have been kept for several years on the number of trouble reports
encountered during integration and the associated costs to fix them for this particular product
line. When comparing trouble report data before and after inspections were introduced,
there is a 76% reduction in trouble report density. This appears to be on the high end of
reported results for defect reduction. Using the historical data on average efforts to fix
inspection defects and trouble reports, about 573 labor-hours per KSLOC have been saved.

Process Control
Figures 5-7 show control charts for defect finding rate, design document inspection

rate and code inspection rate. The bands shown on them represent the average values plus or
minus a standard deviation for the upper and lower control limits. The overall items/minute
for this project is apparently on the low end of the industry standard. The variances of
inspection rates are higher relative to the variances of defect finding efficiency due to
aforementioned dynamic schedule effects and other phenomena such as "process tweaking”
and new personnel.

In Figure 5, it appears that the defect finding rate seems to have come down since
the beginning of the program. This trend of project evolution could be due to the earlier
documents having higher defect densities per Figure 2. In Figure 6, note that there
seems to be a relatively sudden ending to the activity near 5/93. This corresponds to the
date when coding started in earnest, and much design documentation was completed at

that time.
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Figure 7: Code Inspection Rate Control Chart

When analyzing the data for adherence to process control limits for inspection rate

and item finding rate, several outlying data points were identified.

Upon further

investigation, it was seen that there was a single moderator who was not particularly well-
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suited to the task. This moderator had been previously identified as one who rushed through
the documents too fast, and the analysis confirmed that perception.

Along these same lines of inquiry, we wanted to see if outlying moderators could be
detected by looking at individual performance. Figure 8 shows the average items found per
minute for all moderators, and they all are in the same approximate range. This depiction
showed some disparate ranges between moderators earlier in the program, thus we feel that
the process has stabilized among moderators over time. This provides confidence that the
process is relatively independent of individual moderators used and shows the benefits of
good training.

1.2

| Average items/minute

(] std Deviation of
items/minute

Items/Minute

Moderator #

Figure 8: Moderator Finding Efficiency

The inspection rate is an important parameter to optimize. Going too slow may waste
time, but going too fast will miss defects. Figure 9 shows the average defect density for
different ranges of inspection rate. Note that we have normalized the defects found by the
document size. As seen, going faster than about 50 pages per hour seems to substantially
decrease the defects found. The overall average is 48 pages per hour, though we are
currently trying to slow down the rate at meetings to be closer to 30-40 pages per hour.
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Figure 9: Effect of Inspection Rate on Defects Found
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We also wish to know the optimal number of inspectors to maximize the defect
removal effectiveness. Other studies have shown that 4-5 inspectors is the optimal number
[Grady 92], [Gilb 88], and our data also supports this number. Figure 10 shows the average
defect removal effectiveness for the number of inspectors. From our data, the optimum does
not appear quite as clear-cut for major defects alone.

0.14 T
‘g -g 012 +
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220
35 %‘ 0.06 | B Major defects
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. hw

Number of Inspectors

Figure 10: Average Defect Removal Effectiveness vs. Number of Inspectors

Yet another process parameter to optimize is the ratio of preparation time to
inspection time. Grady and others [Grady 92] indicate an optimum value greater than 1.75,
with some sites averaging about 1.5. Figure 11 shows our results. The optimum ratio
appears to be somewhere between .5 and 2.0, with our average ratio being 1.4.
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Figure 11: Defects Found vs. Preparation/Inspection Time

One counter intuitive result not previously reported in the literature is a high
correlation (.8) between the preparation time (averaged over the inspectors) and new
items/page or new items/KSLOC found during the inspection. Instead of catching less new

9
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defects during inspection after more thorough preparation to identify defects before the
meeting, the inspectors are more familiar with the subject matter and thus able to find even
more new items during the inspection meeting. A scatterplot of this data for all non-code

documents is shown in Figure 12.
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Figure 12: Effect of Preparation Time on New Items Found

As expected, there were also high correlations between preparation time and total
items found (pre-inspection and new items) and inspection time versus both total items and
new items. These relationships are more stable for design documents as opposed to code
documents, due to the reduced clarity and understanding of program code.

Resulting Defect Density During Integration
Inspections are expected to severely reduce the number of problems encountered

during testing and integration activities. Though this project is not 100% complete, data
from the first couple of builds supports this hypothesis. Figure 13 shows the resulting defect
density during integration, as the trouble report density running average by build. The first
10 builds were before inspections started, and the last two are for the current project within
the same product line after inspections were mandated. Other project environmental factors
are virtually identical except for the use of inspections. We are confident that something is
helping to reduce the trouble report density.

Attempts were also made to perform a t-test on individual modules to determine if
there are significant differences in defect density during testing due to inspection. The
metrics tracking procedures did not lend themselves to such analysis due to intractable
mappings between design documents and implemented code functions, actual code sizes
could not be mapped at a low level to what was being inspected, and the inability to
distinguish new development from modified code.

This experience was a lesson learned. In order to evaluate new techniques in the
future for process improvement, the metrics procedures have to be restructured on the
program, so that individual modules can be tracked throughout the lifecycle.
Recommendations for the changes are being documented.

10
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Figure 13: Defect Density During Integration

CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE WORK

Though this initial major project using an inspection-based process is not complete,
the preliminary results indicate a large return on investment. Since inspections began,
inspectors have increased their effort and authors are producing higher quality documents,
indicating buy-in to the new process.

Some process stabilization occurred during the first year of practice, and the teaching
method and the process itself has been modified based on the statistical results. Inspections
are being used on more ongoing projects, and the results appear to be repeatable within the
company. The process is now mandated on all new projects.

This analysis has helped to identify areas of improvement for software metrics
collection. This impetus will lead to revised procedures to enable more thorough analysis of
process improvement activities.

Analysis of inspection data will continue in order to understand and account for the
confounding factors of inspectors and authors, to continue identifying optimal practices, to
perform more detailed cost/benefit analysis and to investigate other related process issues.
Analysis of variance will be performed to determine the contribution of different process
parameters to overall defect removal effectiveness.

With the recent enhancement to the data form for defect category information, defect
metrics will be collected to support causal analysis activities. Additionally, a system
dynamics model of an inspection-based process is under development, and will be calibrated
to Litton data to assist in process improvement activities.

11
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Unique Properties of Litton Inspection Process

e No "reader” role (Fagan).
® No discussion on defect category during inspection.

o Routing process.
¢ No time limit on causal analysis.

o SEPG Peer Review Coordinator serves as moderator.

Litton

Data Systems

Typical Data Sheet
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Summary Statistics

Inspection Loc Maijor Defects/
Subject Type Total Defects Total Majors Effort # Pages inspected Inspection Effort
REQUIREMENT DESCRIPTION 460 72 78 179 o} 923
REQUIREMENT ANALYSIS 2165 177 483 1065 v} .366
HIGH LEVEL DESIGN 2199 188 655 1592 (o} .287
DETAILED DESIGN 1550 127 610 1387 19007 .208
Subtotal 6374 564 1826 4223 19007 .309
CODE 4272 432 1742 5047 149361 .248
CHANGE REQUEST 814 27 309 1579 0 .087
Grand total 11460 1023 3877 10849 168368 .264
Litton
Data Systems
Defect Density per Subject Type
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Inspection Effort
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Data Systems

Return on Investment

e For each inspection, ROl = (test effort saved) - {(inspection effort)
where
test effort saved =
(# major defects found)*(average effort to fix defect during test)
inspection effort = preparation effort + meeting effort + rework effort
= total preparation effort

+ (meeting time) * (# personnel involved in meeting)
+ rework effort

Litton
Data Systems
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Return on Investment

total return = 14210 person-hours
average inspection savings = 63.4 person-hours
139/223 inspections saved time
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Defect Removal Effectiveness vs.
Number of Inspectors
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Effect of Preparation/Inspection Time Ratio on
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Defect Finding Rate Control Chart
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Document Inspection Rate Control Chart
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Code Inspection Rate Control Chart

7000 - .
6000
5 5000 . *
o - L]
T 4000 . . .
=
O %00 . . .. i . -
o [ ] " '. — - ®s ay .' TTe T
> 2000 . ™ = T T, ’
]
w s L aadhadl ] . + -
1000 e . . " . l:: .... . .y " . -'.‘ a®
° e - I e | [ I | T —
o~ o™~ ™ [}
g § § &g g & g # & &
=1 o~ - - -
® 3 s 2 e 5 8 S g £
Date
Litton

Data Systems

Resulting Defect Density During Integration

+ 1

8

s

/\\v’/

A

pre-inspection running average

8

post-inspection running average

Trouble Report Density
(TRs/KSLOC)
= 8

<

5 6 7 B 9 10 1 2

Build #

~
w
-~

Litton
Data Systems

SEW Proceedings 197 SEL-93-003



Conclusions and Future Work

® Inspections are a worthwhile investment.

® Peer review coordinator essential to keeping process under control,

® Strong correlation between pre-inspection effort and new items found.

¢ Inspections appear to affect downstream artifacts and eventual system integration.
® Inspectors and authors have improved since inspections began.

® Some stabilization observed during first year of practice.

® Improved teaching method and changed process based on statistical results.

® Inspection analysis has provided impetus for improved metrics tracking procedures.

® Further analysis desired.
- understand and account for confounding factors
- defect category metrics and causal analysis
- process control and optimization
- ANOVA, other
Litton
Data Systems
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Abstract

Thxs paper describes the lessons leamed from introducing CASE methods/tools into organizations
and applying them to actual Ada software dcvelopmcnt projects. This paper will be useful to any
organization planning to introduce a software engineering environment (SEE) or evolving an ex-
isting one. It contains management level lessons learned, as well as lessons learned in using specxﬁc
SEE tools/methods. The experiences presented are from Alpha Test projects established under the
the STARS (Software Technology for Adaptable and Reliable Systems) project. They reflect the
frontend efforts by those projects to understand the tools/methods, initial experiences in their in-
troduction and use, and later experences in the use of specific tools/methods and the introduction
of new ones.
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Introduction

The objective of the Software Technology for Adaptable, Reliable Systems (STARS) Program is
to develop, engineer, and integrate technologies that, when employed in the development of DoD
software systems, will improve quality and predictability, and reduce the cost of development.
STARS believes these improvements will primarily result from applying the "megaprogramming”
paradigm which involves designing and building systems based upon tailorable reusable compo-
nents, improvements in the software process, and through technology support for the development
process. The STARS solution will embody these concepts with megaprogramming processes sup-
ported by software engineering environments (SEE).

STARS will accelerate a transition to a megaprogramming paradigm by demonstrating the benefits
of megaprogramming on real DoD projects. This is being accomplished by a STARS Demon-
stration Activity, which was initiated in the 3Q92 and involves multiple “demonstration projects”
in different application domains. The demonstration projects will formally begin their performance
phase in 4Q93.

The STARS program is evolving and instantiating SEE solutions to support the demonstration
projects. Prior to 4Q93, the STARS SEE solutions will evolve from the 1991-1992 “alpha versions”
to mtegrated versions in 4Q93, running on various hardware platforms. In 1991 the IBM STARS
team defined an initial generic instantiation of a SEE solution, designated as the IBM STARS
Alpha SEE.

During 1Q91, IBM created the organization and structure to support “Alpha Test” projects, devel-
oping Ada software. The purpose of Alpha Test projects is to:

¢ Gain early experience and feedback in the use of the IBM STARS Alpha SEE Solutions
®  Provide vehicle for early technology transfer of IBM STARS capabilities
® Be a precursor for STARS Demonstration Projects in defining:

= A technology transfer process

=  How to support projects using a SEE

= How to capture lessons learned information

Introduction I
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IBM STARS Alpha SEE Solution

The IBM STARS Software Engineering Environment (SEE) is a combination of hardware plat-
forms and software tools which support Ada software development from requirements analysis
through code generation, testing and maintenance. The SEE is adaptable, i.e., it is tailorable to a
“SEE Solution” which meets the specific needs of a project.

The IBM STARS Alpha SEE is based on IBM’s AIX CASE Solutions. These solutions consist
of IBM and IBM Business Partner products that support the software development process
through software engineering methodologies, distributed workstation-based environment, and open
system applications. The AIX CASE Solutions provide an open framework and a set of solutions
and products supported across the range of the RISC System/6000 family. The IBM STARS team
incorporated value add efforts from STARS into solutions where applicable.

The initial IBM STARS Alpha SEE solution was assembled from IBM AIX CASE Business
Partners and other AIX CASE vendors. The figure below depicts the major hardware and software
components.

-------- o AIX
| RISC | o AIX CASE Tools (e.g.,Teamwork)
| System/| o Publishing Tools (e.g., Interleaf)
| 6000 |
|
|
----------------------------------- o Design Facility
o AIX | Xstation | | Local ] | Rational | o Ada Language
| 120 |---- 1 Area | ==--] 300C or ] Development
| 130 | | Network | | 1000 - ] Environment
----------------------------------- o AdaMAT
|
|
] o AIX

|
| PS/2 | o AdaMAT Metrics Display Tool

The software tools are integrated at varying levels within the initial solutions, e.g., there is a
Rational/Teamwork interface which allows Teamwork analysis diagrams and text to be imported
into Rational and a Teamwork/Interleaf interface for generating specifications and design docu-
ments.

The IBM STARS Team supported the Alpha Test projects in modifying the solution and adapting
it to fit the project’s process and methods.

IBM STARS Alpha SEE Solution 2
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IBM STARS Alpha Test Projects

The IBM STARS team has established three Alpha Test projects which are using the capabilities
of the IBM STARS Alpha SEE to develop Ada software. The IBM STARS team has provided
support to these Alpha Test projects and has collected feedback from them on their experiences
with their SEE solutions.

The current IBM STARS Alpha Test projects are as follows:
¢  Gilobal Positioning System (GPS)
® Ada CASE Engineering (ACE)

¢ Forward Area Air Defense (FAAD) Electronic Support Measure (ESM) Non-cooperative
Target Recognition (NCTR) System (FAADS)

The table below provides a summary of the major tools used by the Alpha Test projects, categor-
ized by system life cycle activities (see Appendix A for a description of these tools).

Life Cycle Activity GPS ACE FAADS
Analysis Teamwork Teamwork N/A
STATEMATE
Design Adagen Ra- Adagen Ra- Teamwork/Ada
tional tional & DSE
Implementation Rational Rational TLD Ada
Compiler
Document Generation Teamwork Rational Teamwork
DocEXPRESS DocEXPRESS
Interleaf Ra- Interleaf
tional
Reverse Engineering Adagen Adagen Adagen
Requirements Traceability Rational Rqt RTrace Manual
RTM Rational

Table 1.  Alpha Test Projects SEE Tool Usage

The Alpha Test projects are using a wide range of SEE tools and methods covering the entire sys-
tem life cycle. However, to provide some focus to the Alpha Test efforts, each project was asked
to concentrate on a specific aspect of the lifecycle. GPS is focusing primarily on system engineering
and software design, ACE on requirements traceability and software design, and FAADS on soft-
ware design and reusability.

Each of the Alpha Test projects are described in the sections that follow. The descriptions include
their hardware software configuration, tool usage, and lessons learned from introducing and using
CASE tools/methods. The “introduction” lessons learned reflect, for the most part, the frontend
efforts to understand the tools/methods and some early experiences in the use of them. The “using”
lessons learned reflect, for the most part, later experiences in the use of the specific tools/methods
and the introduction of new ones.

IBM STARS Alpha Test Projects 3
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Lessons Learned Introducing and Using CASE
Tools

Global Positioning System (GPS)

Description

The Global Positioning System is a space based navigation system consisting of a constellation of
Space Vehicles (SVs) and a ground support system. The GPS project is responsible for the hard-
ware and software development of the ground support system. This includes software to generate
the navigation data, upload the SVs, process telemetry data, and in general, provide commanding
and control of the SVs. Project responsibilities also include the maintenance and upgrade of hard-
ware at the remote tracking stations and master control station. The GPS project is in its 13th year
of development and follow-on contracts. The system consists of approximately 1 milion SLOC,
mostly in JOVIAL.

The current GPS effort includes the development of two new Computer Software Configuration
Items (CSCIs), requiring approximately 32 KSLOC of Ada. These CSClIs are being developed on
RISC Systern /6000 and workstations; they will also be run operationally on RISC System/6000 and
Rational hardware.

Initially, the IBM STARS Alpha SEE was used to support the Ada software design, Software De-
sign Document (SDD) generation, and Ada code development for the CSClIs. Subsequently, the
SEE was also used to develop a Software Requirements Specification (SRS) using OOA and the
SEE Tools, Teamwork and Interleaf. Future plans include use of Teamwork/Ada for high-level
software design.

GPS Hardware/Software Configuration

The GPS hardware/software configuration is depicted in the figure below.

Lessons Learned Introducing and Using CASE Tools 4
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GPS SEE Tool Usage

The IBM STARS Alpha SEE tools cumrently being used by GPS are Teamwork (and
DocEXPRESS), ObjectMaker (formerly known as Adagen), and Rational. The use of these tools
is described below.

Teamwork

PS/2

o AIX
o Teamwork

o]
o

ObjectMaker (Adagen)
Interleaf

------------ o Design Facility
| Rational | o Ada Language
] 300C | Development
| | Environment
------------ o Remote Compile
] Integrator
| |Ethernet

[ RISC | o DASD for Rational
| System |
| 6000 |

GPS initiated an effort to use OOA methods and Teamwork to generate an SRS for the Onboard
Processor CSCI (Computer Software Configuration Item). Because of funding and scheduling is-
sues, the system engineer (SE) responsible for the SRS could not take any formal classes on OOA
or Teamwork. This provided an opportunity to determine the effectiveness of learning a CASE tool
and the methods it supports without formal classroom training. The training approach developed
by STARS for the GPS system engineer was as follows:

Go thru on-line Teamwork/SA tutonial - 1 day

Go thru “Strategies for Real Time Systems Specification” book by Derek Hatley - 3 days

Go thru "Object-Oriented Analysis: Modeling the World in Data” and “Object Lifecycles:
Modeling the World in States” books by Sally Shlaer and Steve Mellor - 3 days

Go thru on-line training tools, DODEXPRESS and Methods_Help - 1 1/2 days

Experiment with Teamwork - 2 days

Bring in Cadre system engineer (no charge) fora Q & A

session - | day

GPS also used the DocEXPRESS tool which generates a DoD-STD-2167A compliant SRS from
the Teamwork developed OOA model. The DocEXPRESS vendor, ATA Inc., was funded to en-
hance the tool to generate requirements traceability matrices as part of the SRS.

Lessons Learned Introducing and Using CASE Tools
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Teamwork is also being considered by the GPS software engineering team to support an object
based Ada software engineering methodology. This includes use of Teamwork/Ada for creating
Ada Structure Graphs as well as compilation dependency and Buhr diagrams. The interface be-
tween Teamwork and Rational is also being studied to determine how far to go with Teamwork
before migrating to the Rational.

ObjectMaker ( Adagen)

ObjectMaker (Adagen) was originally used by GPS for early conception of design, preparation of
high level architecture and design overview material. Later on, it was used for reverse engineering
of Ada code to diagrams for inclusion in the SDD (Software Design Document). Specifically, for
conceptual design, Adagen was used to draw bubble charts which showed relationships between
objects and message flow. In addition, Booch class category charts were used for CSC (Computer
Software Component) evolution, and Buhr diagrams were used for CSU (Computer Software Unit)
evolution and interaction. Reverse engineering of Ada code, using Adagen, was employed to ensure
that the Ada graphical diagrams in the SDD were consistent with the Ada source code. The dia-
grams generated by Adagen were compilation dependency diagrams, which showed the “withing”
relationship between Ada packages and Buhr diagrams, which graphically depicted the contents of
each Ada package.

Rational

The Rational design facility and environment was originally used by GPS for development of PDL
for preliminary and detailed design, generation of SDDs, code development, some unit testing, and
requirements traceability to code. The Rational Design Facility was further customized to provide
the capability to include Ada package specifications in-line in the Software Design Document.
Additionally it provided for Appendices to address what Non-Developed Software (NDS) is being
used in the system. In addition, the newly available Remote Compilation Integrator (RCI) was
used to allow source code on the Rational to be compiled on the RISC System/6000. The RCI
was used in conjunction with Rational’s Configuration Management Version Control.

GPS Lessons Learned from Introducing CASE Tools

The lessons learned by the GPS project from introducing the IBM STARS Alpha SEE are de-
scribed below:

e Significant start up preparation and cost for a new Ada project

For GPS, an existing project transitioning to Ada, many new things needed to be leamed by
the software developers, including a new language, a new set of tools and methods, and a new
process (i.e., DoD-STD-2167A). " This required considerable training costs and a significant
leaming curve for the project team.

e  Customization of SEE tools requires significant resources

Several of the tools used by GPS required customization, ¢.g., Rational needed customization
to produce an SDD which conformed to the customers requirements, provide requirements
traceability, and imbed diagrams from Adagen. Additional customization of Rational was re-
quired to extract PDL for the SDD. This customization required several labor months of ef-
fort, with additional customization still required.

e  Choose a project methodology and train developers early

The decision to use Ada as the programmming language was made well after the start of the
current GPS effort. Thus, choice of a method and tools, and all the startup costs mentioned
above, were not part of the initial project planning and required significant adjustments to the
onginal plans and schedules.

e  Have engineers use object oriented analysis for specifications

Lessons Learned Introducing and Using CASE Tools 6
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The GPS system engineers used functional decomposition methods to generate their SRS,
while the software engineers used object-based design methods for the Ada software design.
The use of an object oriented approach to defining requirements would reduce the effort re-
quired to transition between the specification and design phases.

¢ Use Ada as the design language

Using Ada as the design language provides a compilable design which can be checked for
completeness/consistency of interfaces, data definitions, etc.

®  Preserve ability to extract PDL after code completion

The ability to extract PDL from the code (e.g., for inclusion in an SDD) allows design and
code to be maintained in a single place and decreases configuration management requirements.

®  Agree with customer on diagramming and PDL techniques early into a project

As mentioned above, choice of Ada and associated design methods and tools were made after
the start of the current GPS effort. As a result, several iterations with the customer were re-
quired to gain agreement on issues regarding the formats and styles of Ada diagrams (e.g., Buhr
diagrams) and PDL.

®  Plan for a target code version and unit tests on target

The GPS Ada source code was developed, compiled, and partially unit tested on the Rational
hardware. Since the target machine is the RISC Systern/6000, provision was made for com-
prehensive unit testing on the target machine, even though the Ada code is “compatible”. In
addition, configuration management of source and target software needed to be provided for.

¢ Need additional personnel roles

New project roles are required as a result of introducing SEE methods and tools into a project.
In addition to a methods/tools “guru(s)” for consultation, GPS required the following addi-
tional personnel roles:

=  Rational System Administrator

= Rational CMVC/RCF Administrator

=  Rational Design Facility Customizer

=  Adagen Support Expert

Note: Multiple roles can be played by one person.

GPS Ada Lessons Learned from Using CASE Tools

The lessons learned on the GPS project from using the IBM STARS Alpha SEE tools;methods
are described below:

Teamwork Lessons Learned

*  An understanding of the basic capabilities of Teamwork was gained without formal classroom
training.

The Teamwork tutonial which provides hands-on training is adequate for new users to leamn
the basic capabilities of Teamwork. Building data flow diagrams, entity relationship diagrams,
and defining entities, data flows, processes, stores, their corresponding attributes is relatively
straight-forward. Teamwork;Ada was also fairly easy to use without formal training. The
various user’s guides, provided for each of the editors, are also well-written and provide detailed
information on the use of the editors.

¢ Fommal classroom training is required for understanding object-orented methods.

Lessons Learned Intreducing and Using CASE Tools 7
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Learning any new methodology is a challenge. However, object-oriented methods require a
totally different approach and way of thinking that is quite different from traditional structured
analysis (SA) and design methods. For example, most system engineers are so ingrained in
using some form of SA for requirements analysis that without formal training, they will have
a difficult time understanding OOA and transitioning from SA to OOA methods.

e  Generating an SRS which satisfies the customer’s DoD-STD-2167A DIDs (Data Item De-
scriptions) requires considerable tailoring of the Teamwork provided templates.

The Teamwork document generation capability is powerful, but fairly complex. Tailoring the
SRS and extracting the specific data requires significant time and effort. Also, the lack of a
table building capability contributes to the difficulty in generating documents. The use of
DocEXPRESS simplified generation of 2167A compliant documentation from Teamwork, but
it required considerable enhancements (by the DocEXPRESS vendor) to generate an SRS
which satisfied the customer’s DoD-STD-2167A DIDs (c.g., provide requirements traceability
matrices).

Adagen Lessons Learned

e An understanding of the capabilities of Adagen was gained without formal classroom training.

Adagen was fairly easy to learn and has a well-designed user interface. The Adagen tutonal
provides hands-on training and is adequate for new users to learn the basic capabilities.

e  Reverse engineering of Ada code to create design diagrams for documentation and communi-
cation of design is very effective.

The reverse engineering of Ada code ensured that the Ada graphical diagrams in the SDD were
consistent with the Ada source code. However, some manual editing of the diagrams generated
by Adagen was required.

Rational Lessons Learned

e  Expense and overhead of supporting the Rational development environment is high.

The Rational development environment has served the GPS project well in developing and
testing of Ada code. However, Rational is somewhat inflexible in its ability to increase the
number of users. Tokens are also fairly expensive and cannot be leased. Upgrading the Ra-
tional hardware to support additional users can also become an issue.

e A significant effort was required to customize the Rational Design Facility (RDF).

The customization of the RDF to include Ada package specifications in-line in the Software
Design Document and provide appendices for NDS required several labor-months to com-
plete.

e  Extensive training was required to fully utilize Remote Compilation Integrator.

Extensive training was required to fully understand the implications of using the Remote
Compilation Integrator, in conjunction with Rational’s Configuration Management Version
Control.

e  Unit testing within Rational of Ada code using multiple COTS tools requires a significant ef-
fort.

The Rational debugger works well for code which is machine independent and does not call
the operating system or other COTS software. Unfortunately, the GPS application is de-
pendent on the operating system and on a COTS GUI package. The Remote Procedure Call
(RPC) capability of Rational would enable GPS to use the debugger through more of the unit
testing cycle. However, a significant amount of resources is required to implement and support
RPC.

Lessons Learned Introducing and Using CASE Tools 8
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Integration Lessons Learned

® Integrating tools to build an environment to support the entire life cycle is difficult.

Although each of the GPS CASE tools performed well in its intended phase of the life cycle,
their underlying data representations are not easily shared across other tools or products. In-
corporating changes in one phase into the products of a previous or future phase is difficult if
another tool is required to produce those products.

®  No CASE tool currently addresses the need for page integrity.

As software is modified to incorporate enhancements, the supporting document’s page num-
bers cannot change. Add pages are used to accomplish this. Many CASE tools can generate a
document but they are not good publishing tools. As a result, none support page integrity. It
is hoped that Interleaf, which is a publishing tool, will address this issue. Unfortunately, using
another tool adds to the problem of configuration management across tools.

Ada CASE Engineering (ACE)

Description

The Ada CASE Engineering (ACE) project was established at the end of 1988 to perform ongoing
evaluations of tools and methods that can improve the process of developing Ada software, from
proposal activity through maintenance. To accomplish this, a CASE tool environment laboratory
was set up at FSC Manassas and investigations of various methods which could be successfully used
with these tools were performed (this included conducting pilot projects).

Since 1988, the ACE project has played a lead role in infusing new tools and methods into FSC
systems engineering and software development, with the goal of improving the productivity and
quality of Ada software. This has included providing a variety of training classes for both tools and
methods. ACE has also supported new Ada projects that use CASE tools and the Rational Ada
development environment.

In 1992 the ACE project has continued to investigate the application of CASE tools and methods
for Ada systems development. Early this year the project supported the IBM Manassas’ efforts to
evaluate the Integrated CASE (I-CASE) RFP from the U. S. Air Force. The I-CASE RFP was
reviewed and found to contain more than 900 requiremnents. The large number of requirements
gave ACE an opportunity to put the draft RFP under the RTrace requirements tool so that they
could better manage the total scope of the requirements.

The ACE project continues to strongly focus on CASE tools hosted on the IBM RISC
System/6000. A major emphasis has been on the requirements definition and modeling tool,
STATEMATE, from i-Logix, the requirements traceability tool, RTrace, from Protocol as well as
other tools. Efforts are on-going for investigating reuse techniques including the formulation of an
object-oriented domain model for an existing project. ACE is using STATEMATE, RTrace,
ObjectMaker, Rational and other tools to develop a SEE.

ACE Hardware/Software Configuration

The ACE hardware/software configuration is depicted in the figure below.
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ACE Hardware/Software Configuration

-------- o AIX
| RISC | o STATEMATE
| System/| o IBM Ada Compiler
| 6000 | o Interleaf
-------- o ObjectMaker
| o Teamwork
| o LOGISCOPE
| o RTrace
----------------------------------- o Design Facility
| Xstation | ] Local Area |Ethernet| Rational | o Ada Language
| 120 J=-=--- | Network [===-==-- | R1000 ] Development
] | | (Token Ring)| ] | Environment
----------------------------------- o AdaMAT
o AIX ] o Custom Tools
I
| o DOS

| PS/2 | o Windows 3.0
| | o Rational Interface
-------- o AdaMAT Metrics Display Tool
o FTP (TCP/IP)

The specific components of configuration are as follows:
e  RISC System/6000 Model 530

e Rational R1000, Senes 400

e Token Ring and Ethernet LAN

e  Xstation terminals for LAN access

e  PostScript Prnter (IBM 4216)

e STATEMATE, ObjectMaker, Teamwork, RTrace, Ada Compiler, LOGISCOPE, and Inter-
leaf on RISC System,/6000

e Rational Design Facility (RDF) on Rational R1000
e  Rational interface, AdaMAT Metrics Display Tool (MDT) on P§;2

ACE Tool Usage

The IBM STARS Alpha SEE tools currently being used by ACE are STATEMATE, RTrace,
Rational, and ObjectMaker. Other tools used include LOGISCOPE, AdaMAT and the AdaMAT
Metrics Display Tool (MDT), text editors, and text postprocessors. The use of these tools are de-
scribed below.

STATEMATE

STATEMATE, from i-Logix Company, is a graphic modeling tool. It ties together three types of
diagrams which can be used to model systems. The Statechart is very much like a state transition
diagram. The Activity chart is like a data flow diagram and Module charts show the structural view
of a system. The “languages” of the Statechart and the Activity chart are very sophisticated, in-
cluding time based functions, yet simple to draw and manipulate. STATEMATE includes exten-
sive model checking, DoD documentation generation, model simulation and prototype code
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generation. The prototype code generated by STATEMATE can be used to drive screen panels,
and take panel actions as inputs.

STATEMATE is used by ACE to perform requirements analysis and modeling of the problem
domain. This methodology uses a technique for characterizing requirements as objects and accu-
rately models system behavior. STATEMATE performs completeness/consistency checking and
captures all definitions of external and internal data. STATEMATE produces the SRS and IRS
(Interface Requirements Specification) documents according to DoD-STD-2167A standards. The
ACE project customized this documentation facility to better match the object-oniented method-
ology that it is defining as part of its SEE development effort.

Modeling

The ACE group used STATEMATE to build an object-oriented analysis/design model. The
model is built using Module Charts to represent the objects, Statecharts to represent the behavior
of each object and the interaction between objects, and an Activity Chart to show the context of
the problem. The Statecharts were executed to illustrate performance modeling (run-time overhead
and processing times), event-response scenarios and error recovery scenarios. The STATEMATE
model and timing chart outputs will be documented in Version 2.1 of the model software specifi-
cation that the project is writing.

Rapid Prototyping in Ada

There was a two week effort to evaluate the Ada prototyping capabilities of STATEMATE. A
Traffic Light Model and Panel were successfully built and executed. The last obstacle regarding the
prototype code driving the display panel was solved, by using the “hooks” option. STATEMATE
code generation does not normally generate hooks for states, activities, etc. unless specifically asked
for.

The Ada code for the system (] Statechart, | Activity chart, 8 states and one panel) amounted to
about 1500 SLOC of Ada. The Ada code gencrated models the states and events defined in the
system, and drives a simple panel.

RTrace

The RTrace requirements traceability tool currently is used by ACE as a stand-alone package to
identify requirements from a customer A-Spec and to build a requirements data base. These re-
quirements are then allocated to various system objects and components. This allocation may be
used to do impact analysis if, for example, a requirement should change. This tool has extensive
reporting capabilities, and some report formats were customized to better support technical and
project management activity,

RTRACE is currently hosted on a SUN or DEC platform. Protocol has recently ported RTRACE
to the RISC System;6000.

Rational

The Rational design facility and environment is used by ACE to produce various DoD-STD-2167A
documents including preliminary SDDs and IDDs from the preliminary design activity, and final
SDDs and IDDs (Interface Design Document) from the detailed design activity. Rational’s auto-
mated document generation facility allows documents to be produced from one common evolving
source. An interface from Rational to ObjectMaker is also used to allow diagrams generated by
ObjectMaker to be included in the appropriate documents. Rational is used for design, code de-
velopment, unit testing, and requirements traceability to code.

ObjectMaker
ObjectMaker is used by ACE to support the development of high level graphical Ada design con-
structs that result from the STATEMATE model. ObjectMaker is then used to develop Ada code

design diagrams (Buhr diagrams), and from these diagrams, generate Ada skeletal code. After code
completion, ObjectMaker is used to perform reverse engineering to create accurate Ada graphical
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diagrams from the Ada code, for reviews and incorporation into the SDD. The diagrams generated
by ObjectMaker are compilation dependency diagrams, which show the “withing” relationship be-
tween Ada packages and Buhr diagrams, which graphically depict the contents of each Ada package.

LOGISCOPE

LOGISCOPE is used to perform metrics analysis of Ada code to enhance reliability, maintainabil-
ity, and portability. By quantifying the Ada software quality, LOGISCOPE identifies potential
problems in the Ada code, provides test coverage and complexity metrics, and addresses perform-
ance issues. LOGISCOPE is also used to provide graphical reports of the metrics.

AdaMAT

AdaMAT is an Ada metrdcs tool that runs on the Rational. Like LOGISCOPE, it checks on the
conformance of Ada code to a wide variety of quality indicators. AdaMAT provides a number of
reports and generates data that may be further analyzed off-line with a PS;2 based tool.

ACE Lessons Learned from Introducing CASE Tools

The lessons learned by the ACE project from introducing the IBM STARS Alpha SEE are de-
scribed below:

e The single most important key to the success of a project is still to understand the problem
thoroughly.

There is still no substitute for sound systems and software engineering. SEE tools and methods
only provide support to this process by providing a structured approach to recording and
checking the results of sound engineering, and a means for communicating the results more
clearly to others.

e Adequate training in tools/methods must be provided.

SEE tools/methods require significant training to learn. Lack of adequate training can lead to
misuse of tools, causing a negative impact on a project, and resulting in tools becoming ex-
pensive “shelfware”.

e New methods and tools require considerable time to learn and this time must be allocated to
a project schedule.

In addition to proper training, SEE tools/methods require considerable hands on use before
developers are proficient in their application to real problems. This learning curve must be
accounted for, especially in the front end costs of a project.

e  Tools require considerable lead time before they are operational.

Significant customization of tools to a project’s specific needs and documentation of detailed
project standards and procedures are required to make SEE tools “operational”. In addition,
bridges between tools, e.g., Adagen and Rational need to be developed.

e  New methods/tools need to have a strong project advocate.

Because of the significant startup costs mentioned above, and the the long lead times required
before new methods;tools begin to make an impact, a strong project advocate is needed to
maintain the project cornmitment until the benefits of the tools;methods are realized.

e A project should have a ‘toolsmith” who can customize tools to the project when necessary.

In addition to the initial customization of tools, there is an ongoing requirement for
customization to tailor tools to the changing needs of a project.

e Consider whether a tool/method might not “scale up” to a large project.
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Many tools/methods/notations look very good when applied to relatively simple problems, but
yield very complex and difficult to understand results when applied to large, fairly complex
problems. In evaluating tools/methods, system developers need to look beyond the simple
examples that are used to demonstrate the application of those tools/methods and determine
if they will scale up to their specific problem domain.

¢ Having tools available in the office via networking is a productivity enhancer.

Having access to SEE tools from office desktop computers, provides convenient access to these
tools, while taking advantage of existing computing resources.

¢  New tools and methods should not be seen as a panacea.

This is another way of emphasizing that there is still no substitute for sound systems and
software engineering.

ACE Lessons Learned from Using CASE Tools

The ACE project has recently been developing a software engineering environment to be used by
an upcoming Ada project at Manassas. This tool’s environment will provide life-cycle support
from requirements tracing and capture through software design and development, testing and
maintenance activities. The lessons learned are from the experience in developing this SEE and
from other activities.

STATEMATE

¢ The STATEMATE panel generator and Ada Prototyper provide an interesting and inform-
ative view into a model.

These tools have great potential for modeling network and processor performance, timing,
concurrent processing, error paths and event-response. They are also good for demonstrating
user interfaces, but the generated code models STATEMATE states/events/etc, and is not
likely to be useful for real code design/development.

®  The language and semantics of STATEMATE require a steep learning curve.

STATEMATE is a powerful tool that requires a fair amount of time to fully understand. For
example, it was very time consuming to figure out the best way to model the first object under
STATEMATE; however, once this was understood it becamne fairly mechanical to add new
objects.

The ACE estimate for training is a minimum of one week of hands-on training, followed by
three weeks of hands-on prototyping with available expert consulting. The training and con-
sulting could be provided internally as sufficient skills are developed and a course/prototyping
exercise is developed.

®  Definition of STATEMATE naming conventions is very important.

Good naming conventions are important not only for STATEMATE modeling and proto-
typing activities, but for all CASE tool efforts. 'In the STATEMATE object model, each ob-
ject service needs two conditions and two events associated with it as well as data-items to
define simulated processing times. All these items require names. Some of these items need
to be global in scope, some are of local scope - they can be defined either way. (In this sense
STATEMATE is somewhat like Ada - you can overload a name in the proper context).

RTrace

¢ RTrace supports 2167A requirements traceability.
Based on the testing done, the review of the documentation and the support received from
Protocol Company, ACE recommended using RTRACE for projects requiring 2167A
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traceability. RTrace can also be used for proposal requirements management, €.g., tracing
RFP requirements to proposal sections and responsible authors.

e  RTrace is easy to use and should not require formal education.

The current version of RTRACE has a fairly straight-forward and menu onented, key-
intensive user interface. Protocol is planning to have a future Motif user interface. Protocol
should help set up the first project’s database. It will save a lot of time later if all the “objects”
and their relationships are defined completely and correctly before the requirements are loaded.
Examples of RTRACE objects are: Configuration Items, Functions and Sub-Functions, re-
sponsible engineer, test drop, build number, test procedures, etc.

¢ RTRACE is not integrated with any other CASE tool.

Because RTrace is a standalone tool, this means all updates must be done manually. Updating
data from tool to tool will be easier in the future windows environment.

e  Projects using RTRACE will need a “guru” to support users.

Projects using RTRACE can use co-ops or junior level people to parse existing documents to
enter into the RTRACE database. After that, knowledgeable engineers, programmers, and
testers must assign characteristics and link objects 1o each requirement being traced. A tools
“guru” is needed to customize reports and do some tool administration functions.

e The current release of RTRACE does not support any automated configuration management
or version control.

Some form of version control is planned for future releases. This should provide the potential
for integration with configuration management tools.

Miscellaneous Lessons Learned

e Many tools nced to be customized before they can be used on a project.

Most CASE tools, such as STATEMATE and Rational, require customizing in order to sup-
port the desired methodology and unique requirements of a project (including the customer’s
requirements). Thus, for most projects a toolsmith is a necessity.

e Many new tools have a significant leaming curve.

If the users do not have adequate learning time and motivation, this will likely kill the tool’s
chance of acceptance with users and management. If possible, new tools should be chosen to
operate in the same manner as earlier tools they replace. This will give the user the sense that
their previous skill with the older tool has not been wasted.

e  Educating the user group is an important part of introducing a new toolset.

Once a toolset and methodology are selected, an educational plan (schedules, preparation,
funding) needs to be addressed as early as possible that will support this methodology. In the
beginning, tools environments may succeed by virtue of attracting enthusiastic individuals.
Ultimately a good teaching method is needed to extend tool use to those who would rather
keep the status quo.

e Anticipated users of a toolset should have training and access to the toolset prior to its needed
use on a project.

If possible, users should gain familiarity with a toolset before the demands of the project are
felt. There should be some opportunity to experiment with the tool on a prototype or small
pilot project before using it on the actual project.

e  Bringing users onto a technology transition oriented project such as the ACE project, before
their real use of the tool is required, eases the learning process and makes the user more re-

ceptive.
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The ACE project found that training new users by participating in the ACE project was a very
effective way of producing enthusiastic users, but is limited in terms of how many users can
be trained this way. Another approach is to seek out receptive individuals who express an
interest and enthusiasm for working with new tools and methods. Obviously lead positions
need 1o be filled with such persons.

& A course in how to write a good specification can improve the quality of specifications.

The ACE project developed a 2-hour model SRS writing course that teaches the fundamentals
of “good” SRS writing techniques. This course is taught just before the students are to begin
developing real SRSs and the techniques are fresh in mind. A class needs to be timed for op-
timal effectiveness. If it’s given too soon, the motivation may not be there, and retention may
be a problem. Waiting too late may overload users with too much last minute information.
The lesson 1s to have material on the shelf ready to go at the optimum time. A good teaching
technique is to use illustrated examples of the principles being taught. Continuous process
improvement and defect analysis techniques should be applied to a course, after student cri-
tiques are received, to improve the course for next time.

FAADS

Description

The FAADS contract, which was started on Apnl 1, 1991, is responsible for the development of
hardware and software for a passive ESM system to support tactical forward area defensive weapons
platforms in detecting airborne threats and cueing weapons operators. Magnavox is the prime
contractor and the IBM Federal Sector Company in San Diego is the software developer.

Although this program is informally known as FAADS, it is actually only a portion of a much
larger program, the Forward Area Air Defense System. The specific portion under contract 1s the
AN/VSX-2 program, also known as the Non-Cooperative Target Recognition program, or
NCTR-1. IBM is under contract with Magnavox Electronic Systems Company to develop a por-
tion of AN/VSX-2.

The FAADS Software will be developed in two phases, with a Model I consisting of one CSCI
developed in the first phase’ and a Model I consisting of three CSCIs developed in the second
phase. There is planned heavy reuse of Ada code from model I to Model II. The Model I software
architecture is based on an existing Ada system consisting of approximately 15 KSLOC of Ada
code. Model I software will consist of approximately 12 KSLOC of Ada code. The software will
run on 1750A processors; Ada compilations, which were originally being done on a uVax II, are
now being performed on the RISC System/6000.

FAADS Hardware/Software Configuration

The FAADS hardware/software configuration is depicted in the figure below.
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FAADS Hardware/Software Configuration

--------------- o AIX
[PostScr|  ==------ | o Teamwork
|Printer|---|] RISC || o DocEXPRESS
-------------- | System || o Interleaf
|Printer| | 6000 | o ObjectMaker (Adagen)
--------------- o TLD Ada Compiler
l I
| mmmmemmee mmmmmees
""""" | LAN I l | mm-om--
[ Vax [=m===-mmmmme-- |(Token  |------ | Psy2 |----] 1750 |
---------- | Ring) | l | | Target |
T e e T DE L L it
""" |
|Tape | I
""" |
--------- | | o DCS
| IBM Jemmmmmr e | PS/2 | o MS Windows&0S/2
] WAN ] | o FTP (TCP/IP)
----------------- o XVision (XServer)

The specific components of configuration are as follows:

o  Two RISC System,6000 Model 320s

o Token Ring LAN

e  PS/2 Workstations for LAN access

e  PostScnpt Printer

e  Teamwork, DocEXPRESS, Interleaf, and Adagen on RISC SYSTEM/6000
s Ada TLD Compiler on RISC SYSTEM/6000 and Vax

FAADS Tool Usage

The STARS Alpha SEE tools curmently being used by FAADS are Teamwork, ObjectMaker
(Adagen), DocEXPRESS, Interleaf, and PVCS. A member of the FAADS team, who had some
prior background in tools and methods, served as a SEE tools/methods consultant.

Teamwork

Originally, IBM planned to use Teamwork,SA for software requirements analysis, but since the
prime contractor retained this responsibility, this was not possible. IBM did use Teamwork,SA
on a very limited basis to analyze the SSDD (System Segment Design Specification) and the SRS
early in the program. This effort yielded some useful feedback to the prime contractor as to omis-
sions and inconsistencies.

In another change to the original plans, IBM elected to use Teamwork/Ada rather than Adagen to
support software design, for these reasons:

e  Teamwork had built-in multi-user support

e  Teamwork had built-in document production support
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¢  Cadre delivered a new Teamwork module called the Ada Design Sensitive Editor (DSE) which
was integrated with the Teamwork/Ada graphical design tool and which supported code gen-
eration.

The FAADS software engineers are actually doing their development (i.e., the Ada design and Ada
code generation) from within Teamwork/Ada. They are doing the design by creating Buhr dia-
grams and automatically generating the Ada skeleton code from the diagrams. They are using the
DSE to create the detalled Ada code. The DSE does not allow code generated from the diagrams
to be changed, without first changing the associated diagram and regenerating the Ada code. This
assures that the code and the design documentation are always in synch.

The SDD documentation generation is being done with DocEXPRESS, a third party tool which
is mtegrated within Teamwork. DocEXPRESS uses Teamwork’s Documentation Production
Interface (DPI) to generate 2167A-compliant documents.

Budgetary constraints prevented formal tool training. To partially offset this deficiency, the fol-
lowing measures were taken:

®* Some team members attended the two week Paul Ward Real-time CASE cumiculum. Al-
though this class concentrated on method, it did utilize the diagrammatic conventions sup-
ported by Teamwork.

¢ The SEE Consultant (SC) provided a two-day informal hands-on training class, which in-
cluded an introduction to the Teamwork environment.

® Team members referred to the Teamwork users manuals, including the limited amount of tu-
torial material.

®  The SC circulated among the team and provided case-by-case suggestions.

®  On two occasions, Cadre made one-day site visits, which included question and answer ses-
sions and hands-on demonstration sessions.

ObjectMaker (Adagen)

Onginally, IBM intended to use Adagen for software design. The reasons for shifting to Teamwork
are discussed above.

Since FAADS future phases involved reuse of existing Ada code modules, some experimentation
was conducted to evaluate Adagen’s reverse engineering capability. The diagrams produced were
of limited value by themselves, and since Teamwork had been chosen to support design, no attempt
was made to modify them to make them usable. Future experimentation is planned with both
Adagen’s and Teamwork/Ada’s reverse engineering capabilities.

DocEXPRESS

The FAADS documentation strategy called for producing documentation from the Teamwork de-
sign model, with minimal additiona] text publication work. DocEXPRESS supports this strategy
by smoothing the interface between the Teamwork Document Production Interface (DPI) and the
chosen text publishing software (Interleaf or Frame Maker).

The SC attended a three-day course offered by ATA (the vendor for DocEXPRESS) on 2167A
software analysis and design. This course included an introduction to using DocEXPRESS, and
was sufficient for the SC to set up tailored support for FAADS. Users required very little under-
standing of DocEXPRESS, since it was designed to be relatively transparent.

Interleaf

FAADS users had very little need to work within Interleaf, since most of the work was done by
Teamwork and DocEXPRESS. None of the team received any relevant training.
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The SDD is the only document produced with Interleaf (other project deliverables have been
produced using Bookmaster, Word for Windows, and other tools). Interleaf was chosen for the
SDD because it was one of two publication systems supported by Teamwork;/DPIL.

PVCS

PVCS was chosen to support configuration management aspects of the project. PVCS includes
support for version management and configuration building. To date, only the latter capability is
in use. None of the team received any PVCS training.

FAADS Lessons Learned from Introducing CASE Tools

The lessons learned by the FAADS project from using the IBM STARS Alpha SEE during the
S-Increment are described below:

e  Significant frontend budget allocation required for traning and tools procurement and for in-
stallation and maintenance of SEE tools and network.

Introduction of a new operating system (AIX), tools, and methods required considerable
training costs and a significant learning curve for the project team, which are often underesti-
mated in the original budget allocations.

s  Strong management commitment and vision essential.

Management must provide leadership and vision, as new (and often immature) SEE tools and
methods are introduced into a project, to ensure that any initial negative (often valid) reactions
are overcome and the necessary adaptations are made.

e New project roles required, e.g., system admunistrator for LAN and AIX, toolsmith for cus-
tomizing and supporting use of tools.

This is an especially difficult problem for a small site with limited access to support personnel.

e  Single, integrated desktop access to SEE tools important for productivity and use of existing
assets.

A single virtual desktop access to all heterogeneous software/platforms preserves access to fa-
miliar tools, while taking advantage of existing site assets (rather than buying additional
workstations or X terminals).

e Immaturity of methods (e.g., Buhr notation) and tools in design of large scale systems.

Many of the notations currently being used for Ada design are relatively immature and evolv-
ing. As a result, problems occur when trying to scale up these notations to large systems, €.g.,
Ada design diagrams become very complex and difficult to understand. '

e Immaturity of methods and tools in reverse engineering and reuse.

Because of its immaturity, reverse engineering is an art, requiring careful tailoring of directives
and manual post-processing. In addition, very little training is available on reverse engineering
tools.

FAADS Lessons Learned from Using CASE Tools

The lessons learned on the FAADS project from using the IBM STARS Alpha SEE tools;methods
are described below:
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Tearmmwork Lessons Learned

® Some Teamwork tools/methods training would have been beneficial.

Although the training described in the prior section was useful, users failed to pick up numer-
ous time-saving techniques that would have been covered in Cadre’s tool training classes.
Although it is difficult to quantify, the training might have ended up paying for itself in the long
un.

Even more important than tools training, however, is methods training. Only a few team
members received any methods training, and even that training concentrated on the analysis
phase -- which was wasted to some extent since IBM ended up not being responsible for the
SRS.

The best possible course would a hybrid method/tool course, in which a specific method is
taught using the tool as a hands-on vehicle. A one week Ada Design method course coupled
with Teamwork/Ada would have been ideal.

e  The value of prior experience.

As echoed throughout the industry, there is no substitute for prior experience. This holds true
with respect to methods, tools, and environments.

Based on the reports of other projects, IBM had a basic understanding of the impact that
would result from the number of changes being introduced for FAADS. These changes in-
cluded:

=  Migration from a centralized, Vax-based environment to a networked AIX-based envi-
ronment; '

=  Use of several significant new tools;
= Adaptation of the existing software methods and process to the above.

The project felt that it would break even, at best, during the incorporation of these changes,
but that the investment during the first phase of the contract (FAADS Model 1) would result
in higher quality for the Model I (which it has) and higher productivity during the subsequent
phase (Model II). In retrospect, the impact was underestimated: the number of changes may
have been too ambitious for a relatively small project. Unfortunately, it is impossible to
quantify the productivity impact, since there have been too many other variables.

Although the project is not yet complete, it does seem likely that the next phase will realize the
improved productivity that was assumed when it was bid. This is due to several factors:

= Most of the learning curve is over, and the team is acclimated to the adapted software
process using the new environment and tools;

=  Many of the problems encountered during the first phase have either been solved or
workarounds have been devised;

= A Teamwork reuse base has been established for the next phase, providing a head-start
in developing the three Model II CSClIs;

=  The performance of the Ada compilation system is so much better on the new RISC
System/6000 than it was on the previous Vax system that much less time is lost waiting
for compilations, simulation runs, and builds.

®  Immaturity of Teamwork/Ada and DSE impacted their use.

Teamwork,;Ada, and particularly the DSE, are very new products. In addition, because of their
enhanced functionality, the FAADS project opted to introduce these tools during their beta
test phases. Both of these facts resulted in significant impacts due to bugs and problems in the
use of the tools (e.g., crashes and loss of data).

e  Availability of needed resources on configured hardware.
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The FAADS project encountered some stability problems because the RISC System,; 6000
hardware was configured with marginal memory and disk space. Orders placed to remedy this
problem could not be filled until late in the program because of high demand for RISC
System/6000 hardware. For most of the program, Teamwork was running on machines with
only 16 MB memory; experience has shown that a minimum of 64 MB is needed for a Team-
work server machine, and that a minimum of 24 MB is needed for a user on a remotely con-
nected RISC System;6000. Currently, the project is using a RISC System/6000 Model 550 for
the server machine; this comfortably supports our average of three to four user sessions.

The architecture of the Teamwork product calls for a single model database on a host machine.
There are then two methods of using Teamwork from another machine on the network:
mounting the Teamwork directories using NFS (and running Teamwork locally), and remotely
logging on to the server machine (and using the local machine as an X Server). Using the
Model 550 as a host, users have found that the latter method is the most stable; and they pay
no response time penalty to use it.

¢ TeamworkjAda functionality

The Teamwork/Ada graphical editor is responsive and robust. The Ada Structure Graph
(ASG) notation implemented by the editor (based on the Buhr notation), however, while good
at reflecting Ada code structure, has proven insufficient by itself to communicate the software
design, and the customer was unhappy with it. The problems were that its notation was un-
familiar and that it does not adequately reflect the following aspects:

=  Data flow

The notation shows packaging and invocation well, but falls short in showing accesses to
data structures, and the functional interfaces among high-level software components.

=  Operational flow

Using standard ASGs, there is no good way to show how the software components
combine to respond to external stimuli (such as an operator action, or the arrival of a
signal event).

To supplement the design documentation, the team added high-level data flows (using
Teamwork,;SA), and a set of hybrid operational flow diagrams (using Teamwork/Ada).

®  Teamwork;DSE functionality

The users found that the DSE provides significant value added when compared with an ordi-
nary text editor, since it understands Ada syntax. Among other benefits, it automates much
of the formatting (reducing keystrokes), identifies syntax errors during text entry, and enhances
on-screen readability of the code.

Teamwork,DSE is integrated with the Teamwork/Ada model and enforces adherence to the
design diagrams. Since the SDD documentation is also driven from the same model, this
paradigm assures a level of agreement among the documentation, the design model, and the
code. Most importantly, using Teamwork, DSE for Ada code development provides the ca-
pability to generate both the design documentation and the code from the same design (model)
database, helping to assure agreement between them. This is a major strength of using
Teamwork,; Ada and DSE.

While problems with the DSE product (bugs and limitations) have hampered full realization
of the benefits of the approach, the team generally regards its use as a significant improvement
10 the Ada development process.

As of this writing, Cadre has initiated an effort to improve the product. The major problems
are:

«  The editor is prone to crashing, causing some loss of data. Users have adopted a practice
of saving frequently.

= Transitioning from the ASG editor to the DSE editor sometimes results in truncation of
the Ada source code.
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=  The "pretty-print” rules adopted by the editor sometimes renders the code much less
readable: users want the ability to selectively inhibit the reformatting, or to have more
ability to modify the formatting rules.

® Teamwork/DPI Functionality

Teamwork’s Document Production Interface (DPI) is intended to make it possible to generate
a document from the Teamwork model database. Most projects suffer from the "multiple,
inconsistent databases” problem, and one of Teamwork’s central appeals 1s the advertised
ability to produce both documentation and code from a single database. The FAADS team
has realized this goal to some extent, but several major problems remain. Some of these
problems are addressed by the new Teamwork/DocGEN module, and the team plans to take
advantage of its new features when producing the final version of the SDD.

The following lists the major DPI problem areas:
»  Text Formatting

DPI offers little capability to affect the formatting of the published text. Ideally, one
would like the ability to enter text using the publication software (Interleaf in this case),
since this would allow direct entry of lists, tables, etc., and since it would allow complete
control over readability techniques such as italics and underscoring. Instead, the user must
use Teamwork's rudimentary text editor and resort to a very limited set of DPI formatting
commands.

=  Hierarchical Descent of the Software Structure

DPI provides a powerful “parse_model” command that allows most of the SDD to be
constructed automatically from the model. Parse_model starts from a specified node in
the software component hierarchy (in this case a specific Ada Structure Graph diagram)
and descends the subtree below this point -- embedding text and other pictures that are
attached as notes to the ASG diagrams. The user controls the manner in which these
notes are embedded using a format specification file. Unfortunately, there are several
notable limitations:

4 At each level of the hierarchy, the diagrams are introduced in alphabetical order, ac-
cording to the ASG diagram names; this is almost never the best order in which to
introduce them from an understandability standpoint.

4 Once a parse_model descent is started, it continues to the bottom-most points in the
hierarchy. This fact makes it very difficult to adhere to the 2167A DID for the SDD,
which calls for a top-level depiction of the software in Section 3 and an intermediate-
to low-level depiction in Section 4. This would seem to dictate two different design
models, one for the high-level design and one for low-level design. The team decided
to stick with the one-database philosophy, but this decision carried with it the need
to develop some workarounds to the DPI limitations.

Unfortunately, the decision also affected the CSC/CSU design structure. In Section
3, the SDD should decompose the software down to the CSC level, but DPI provides
no way to cut the parse_model descent short. As a result, Section 3 descends down
to the CSU level.

Ao There is no provision for parsing the model multiple times in a single documnent with
different formatting rules. The team was able to develop a work-around for this
limitation, but it should be a part of the product.

Unfortunately, none of the parse_model imitations are addressed in the new DocGEN
product component.

As of this writing the new DocGEN facility is available, and the team plans to take advantage
of several of its features to improve the final version of the document:

=  New formatting features are now available, including the ability to construct Lists and ta-
bles.
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= It is now possible to compare earlier versions of documents with newer ones and generate
a new document with change bars.

e Model Configuration Management (MCM) functionality

Teamwork includes some basic CM features, retention of the past 16 versions of each model
object, multi-user checkin/checkout of model objects, and the ability to baseline models (and
to construct “derivative” models where modifications are separately maintained). These fea-
tures have proved useful as far as they go: users have been able to work effectively as a team
without worrying about losing data due to conflicts.

Some improvements are needed, however, to fully enable the “single database” strategy (pro-
duction of documents and code from a single Teamwork model). A standard software CM
practice is to control software products in a hicrarchical library structure, with higher levels
containing previously released software and lower levels containing incremental changes
awaiting testing so that they can move to higher levels of control. With this strategy, a method
is needed to “promote” components from lower library levels into the higher ones. With
conventional files, this can be accomplished by file moves from one directory to another (with
suitable controls, of course). Similar functionality is provided with commercial CM tools such
as PVCS and CCC.

Ideally, the project should be able to manage the Teamwork model in the same way so that
the Ada code levels can be kept in perfect sync with the corresponding model levels. Unfor-

tunately, MCM offers no way to implement the “promote” function.

Cadre has been receptive to this problem and is considering ways to address it. Another ven-
dor, Softool, is currently working to tailor its product to Teamwork to provide this
functionality in its commercial CM product, CCC.

ObjectMaker ( Adagen) Lessons Learned

As mentioned earlier, the project originally intended to use Adagen to support the design process.
As Cadre added Teamwork/Ada, and later DSE, the strategy changed to use Teamwork instead of
Adagen. As a result, FAADS gained little experience in using Adagen, other than some initial ex-
perimentation with its capability to reverse engineer Ada code. It should be noted that Adagen has
gone through significant improvements since FAADS early use of it.

DocEXPRESS Lessons Learned
e  DocEXPRESS Functionality

DocEXPRESS simplifics the transition between Teamwork/;DPI and publication software

(Interleaf or FrameMaker) -- with specific support for producing 2167A documentation. It

provides:

«  Additional Teamwork menus for building documents (by itself, DPI must be invoked
outside of Teamwork);

= Predefined templates including boilerplate, to give a headstart for the standard 2167A
documents;

« Consistent formatting among documents, conforming to DID standards as to headings,
section and page numbering, etc.

Unfortunately, DocEXPRESS executes on top of Teamwork;DPI and inherits underlying
limitations of that tool. It should be noted that substantial improvements in both
DocEXPRESS and Teamwork document generation have been made since the time of this
experience. Even with these improvements, however, generation of deliverable-quality doc-
umentation remains a significant challenge. i

fap

e Doc EXPRESS Documentation and Support

The users manual is very clear and provides specific, detailed usage instructions.
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One of the biggest advantages of using the product is the excellent support offered by the
vendor, ATA. ATA personnel have a significant experience base in systems, and specifically
in 2167 and 2167A systems. They are also intimately familiar with both Teamwork and the
text publication software.

Armed with this experience, they were very responsive in providing product shpport, including
advice on methodology.

Interleaf Lessons Learned

¢  Publishability of Documents

In accordance with the “single database” strategy, the team spent minimal time using Interleaf.
As discussed elsewhere, however, due to limitations of DPI, the resulting SDD was marginally
publishable. It would have been possible to greatly enhance the appearance of the document
by using the considerable power of Interleaf, but to do so would have meant introducing
multiple databases.

¢ Tool Integration

Ideally, tools for modeling (e.g., Teamwork) and documenting (e.g., Interleaf) should be more
closely integrated. Several vendors are pursuing this concept. One possible approach would
be to allow the Teamwork user to use the publication software while entering text. Another
approach would be to give the user transparent navigation between the publication software
and the modeling tool.

*  Licensing

There are two means of licensing Interleaf: networked and node-locked. With the networked
method, Interleaf can run anywhere on the network, but only a maximum number of users can
run it at one time. With the node-locked method, Interleaf only runs on one machine, but any
number of users can use it at one time. The cost of the node-locked license is the same as a
one-user networked license.

Because Interleaf is only used for the SDD, and because one user is assigned the task of
building the document, it is rare that more than one user 1s accessing Interleaf at once. Hence,
the node-locked method has proven more economical for FAADS.

Interleaf is installed on the server machine. Users on remote nodes can connect to the product
via remote logon, using their local machines as X Servers. Given the limited need for inter-
active use, response time using this approach has proven adequate.

PVCS Lessons Learned

®  Version Manager

As of this report, the project has not yet incorporated the Version Manager. The site has an
established practice of using a2 multi-level library scheme for controlling incremental software
releases. With this scheme, all files are separately maintained, and promotions to higher library
levels are accomplished by moving integral files.

In contrast, the PVCS Version Manager uses monolithic files to store multiple versions of each
software component. This method represents a significant departure for the organization, and
its incorporation is still under study. Advantages of using the Version Manager would include:

= More concise storage of multiple versions of source files by using “delta” techniques; and
= Opportunity to store all archived: versions on-line (because of the reduced storage re-
quirements) and to readily reconstruct past archived configurations.

* Configuration Builder
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The PVCS Configuration Builder is based on the Unix make, with additional enhancements.
PVCS has enabled straightforward automation of the software compilation and build process,
including the handling of multi-level libranes.

If the project elects to move to the Version Manager (see above), PVCS includes provisions
for integrating the Configuration Builder capabilities with minimal effort.

¢ Integration

PVCS by itself provides no capability for integrating Teamwork model artifacts with the code
artifacts (the need for doing this has been discussed earlier, in the topic of Teamwork’s Model
Configuration Management facilities).

Another vendor, Softool, is developing integrated support for Teamwork and code for its CM
tool, CCC.

e  Multi-Platforrn Considerations

One of the FAADS software CSCs is being implemented in the C language, and it is being
developed on an IBM PS/2 since there is no appropriate RISC System/6000 compiler for the
processor on which the CSC executes. Although it is desirable to have a single CM database
for the entire project, this separation of platforms poses problems.

At present, the PS/2 software construction process is segregated from the RISC System/6000
process for Ada code. The project is assessing the possibility of integrating the two processes,
using NFS on the PS/2 to mount the RISC System;6000 code libraries.

Should the project also adopt the PVCS Version Manager, Intersolv markets a networked
version of PVCS for the PS/2 which would allow common usage of the PVCS database from
both platform types.

Miscellaneous Lessons Learned

e  The impact of introducing multiple changes/technologies was underestimated (the number of
changes may have been too ambitious for a relatively small project). These changes included:

=  Migration from a centralized, Vax-based environment to a networked AIX-based envi-

ronment.
= Use of several significant new tools, e.g., Ada, Teamwork, Interleaf.
= Adaptation of the existing software methods and process to the above.

e One of the greatest performance improvements accrued from upgrading the SEE CPU
“horsepower”:

» Ada compilations
= System builds
= Test runs using the target computer emulator

e Higher quality was realized in the first phase of the contract (FAADS Model I) and higher
productivity is expected for subsequent phase (Model II), due to:

= Most of the learning curve is over, and the team is acclimated to the adapted software
process using the new environment and tools

= Many of the problems encountered during the first phase have either been solved or
workarounds have been devised

» A Teamwork reuse base has been established for the next phase, providing a head-start
in developing the three Model II CSClIs
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Summary of Combined Lessons Learned on STARS
Alpha Test Projects

In this concluding section, we reflect on all three projects and attempt to distill some of the com-
mon lessons leamned.

Impediments to Change|Remedial Strategies

All of the projects were groundbreakers, and (to push the metaphor a bit) they all encountered
boulders as they were getting underway. The following impediments are representative of the type
that may be encountered on any similar project attempting to inject new SEE approaches. For
each category, we include some constructive ideas on how a project might attempt to prepare for
and offset these impediments.

®  Problem: Inertia
=  People are comfortable with the existing process
=  There is a tendency to subvert new methods to old ways of thinking
= Attitude is all-important
Strategies:
= Insure strong support, vision from management and tech leads
=  Enbhst early support, involvement from customer
= Involve people in planning, preparations
=  Develop phased implementation plan, tailored to group
»  Consider formal Technology Transition training
¢ Problem: Overblown Expectations
= Marketing hype, overzealous advocates are common
=  Unrealistic hopes lead to disillusionment
=  Unanticipated costs can blossom
Strategies:
= Interview teams with real-project experience
*  Try out SEE, tools, methods, process on pilot project
»  Carefully weigh degree of change against cost uncertainties
=  Explicitly plan for each cost category (see checklists, below)

=  Expect no productivity increase on first system
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Avoid “panacea mentality™:
a New methods and tools are no substitute for domain expertise

a  Poorly thought-out SEE strategy can degrade effectiveness

e  Key: Match Resources to Ambitions

Small projects should focus on incremental change

Large projects can handle more change, but only with careful planning

Combined Lessons Learned: Planning

Because of the potential risks in introducing new approaches, and because it’s vital to get off to as
sound a start as possible, planning is especially important. Here are some of the considerations to
take into account when planning the project.

e  Anticipate Essential Startup Activities

Clear identification of methods

Methods training

Tool evaluation, selection

Tool adaptation/integration design & implementation

Tool training

e  Assess Cost of SEE Realistically, including:

H,W components and networking
Ao Consider wiring, installation, checkout, support, maintenance

Ao Insure necessary computing resources & seats to deliver tool capability to users with
adequate response time

a If possible, install trial configuration before final planning
S/W

Ao Be sure number of licenses will support planned roles

a Don't forget software maintenance (typically 15%;yr)
Adaptation and Integration Expenses

Note: This can turmn out to be extensive:

Ao  Each tool typically requires tailoring to fit process

Ao Varying degrees of integration required for tools to work together
Ao Databases typically stretch across heterogeneous platforms
A Requirements will continue to emerge throughout project
Administration: H/W, Networking, and Tools

Plan for Ongoing Roles, such as:

4 SEE and tool administrators

A Adaptation & integration evolution and support
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4 Methodology consultants (motivated, knowledgeable, proactive)
»  Involve the Customer Early

A Agree on approach and required mutual investment

4  Consider including customers in training sessions

A Tailor documentation/deliverable plan (e.g., 2167A)
=  Plan for Balanced Leaming Approach

4 Classes (methods, tools, SEE)

(Note: “Just-in-time” Training is most effective)
4 Domain-specific workshops, with expert consulting
4 Pilot project

4 Hands-on Experience

Combined Lessons Learned: Maintain a Healthy Respect
Sfor Murphy’s Law

When introducing a significant amount of new technology into a project, 1t is definitely not the time
to utter the phrase “...now, if everything goes well...”. The more opportunities for the unexpected
to arise, the more opportunities for things to go wrong. Each of the three Alpha projects found
ample proof of this principle, and the following examples are cited to provide a flavor.

®  Be Wary of Beta Test Versions and Initial Releases

When you find out the limitations of a tool you've decided to use, you may be anxious to get
the next version, perhaps even a Beta (or even an Alpha?). Bear in mind, however, that the
inevitable bugs will compound the group’s problems of assimilation. If things are bad enough,
it might kill the initiative before it gets a real start. Before yielding to the temptation to get the
latest and greatest, consider the vendor’s past quality record.

®  “You only know what you're in for when you're in it”

This point cannot be overemphasized. Students of calculus often find out the hard way that
you don't really learn the subject until you do the problems, and the same principle applies to
learning to apply new SEE approaches. All three of the projects rediscovered this as they
found that what seemed so smooth in the visionary’s pitch (or the vendor’s sales [iterature) had
lots of bumps in practice. Experiences from FAAD;NCTR] are offered as illustrations. These
are given without elaboration; interested readers are invited to contact the authors for specifics.

»  Bugs & Kinks

(e.g., Transition from Teamwork! graphical editor to DSE editor sometimes resulted in
truncated Ada code files)

=  QGaps

(e.g., Buhr notation not sufficient for representing the design. This point is discussed in
more depth in the next subsection.)

=  Misapprehension of function

! Please note: these problems are not meant as criticisms of Teamwork; rather, they are meant to illustrate
the problems that can be expected from any set of tools.
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(e.g., Built-in Teamwork CM did not mesh with the organization’s hierarchical Library
process)

« Integration with other parts of the SEE

(e.g., Project legacy documents in Bookmaster, new documents in Interleaf)

Combined Lessons Learned: Technical Tidbits

This subsection lists some of the more interesting and salient technical points that might turn out
to be of practical value to new projects.

e Key Objective: Retain Currency of Design as Code Evolves

»  GPS/ACE strategy: PDL maintained in Rational code; diagrams produced from code via
reverse engineering

«  FAADS strategy: Tcamwork/Ada & DSE: models & code kept in lockstep
e Key Objective: Provide User with Single Desktop Access to SEE Assets
»  GPS, ACE used RISC System/6000 workstations and PS/2s
= FAADS supplemented workstations with PS/2 with MS-Windows X Server
e  Methods Lessons Learned
«  Buhr notation (as per Teamwork/Ada) not sufficient for design
ao Describes static Ada structure
Ao Additional diagrams needed for
o Interfaces and dynamic behavior
A Operational flows in response to usage scenarios
= Reverse Engineering Requires Manual Assistance
=  Making diagrams readable
=  Discovering and reflecting interfaces and dynamic behavior

e Documentation Consistently Proved Harder to Produce than Expected

Combined Lessons Learned: Potential Rewards

This section has thus far emphasized caution, and the reader may have begun to conclude that the
authors are against the introduction of change. On the contrary, we believe that despite growing
pains, the Alpha Projects have shown that the future of automated support of the software process
is very promising.

To help make this point, this final subsection is devoted to one of the key positive lessons learned:
that there are substantial potential rewards for an organization that manages to weave its way
through the obstacle course without crashing.

¢  Significant Morale Boost
«  Upgraded technology = = > upgraded skills
«  Willingness of management to invest in improving workplace

o  More Effective New Process
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»  Better team communication/coordination
*  Higher individual and team productivity

= Better quality work products
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Qutline of Talk

e QOverall Context Setting - STARS Program
— STARS Vision/Mission
— STARS Strategy
» Lessons Learned Context - Alpha Test Projects Selected
— GPS
- ACE
— FAADS
e Summary of Combined Lessons Learned from Alpha Test Projects

® Project-by-Project Lessons Learned
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MEGAPROGRAMMING -

STARS Program Overview
AN EMERGING
PARADIGM

Accelerate Megaprogramming

Lessons Learned Applying CASE Methods/Tools To Ada Software Development Projects H

IBM December 1, 1993
STARS Program Overview ‘4N—x -
MEGAPROGRAMMING SUPPORT RPE)
ELEMENTS
Process Driven : Domain-Specific Reuse
« Guided by a defined process. . Guided by reuse process.

- Developad from reusable process building biocks. - Basad on applicaion domain architecture.
- Adaptable to mee! project/product goals.

- Promotes collaboration and tearm work,
¢ Supporied by tools.
+ Supponts continuous improvement in process
and product.

« Sysiems composed lrom reusable assets.

« Assets include any/al life—cycle artifacts.

« Supports continuous improvements in reuse
process/products.

“=MEGAPROGRAMMING —=
Technology Supported
Process/Reuse Packaged in » SEE
1 - Based upon open architecture kamework.
i Adaptable approach for incorporating new
technologies.

+ Continuous improvement in portability, adaptabi-
ity, reliabllity, end scalability.
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STARS Update
STARS STRATEGY AND PRODUCTS

Resulls Towulla
Demoustration Projects

V77777 = STARS dirve lnfimsecs 0TS - Conmertl
GERR - STARS prosucu OF—te—shell
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Purpose of Alpha Test Projects

Gain early experience and feedback in the use of the IBM STARS Alpha
SEE Solutions

Provide vehicle for early technology transfer of IBM STARS capabilities
e Be a precursor for STARS Demonstration Projects in defining:

— A technology transfer process

— How to support projects using a SEE

— How to capture lessons learned information
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IBM STARS Alpha SEE Solution
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RISC o AIX CASE Tools (e.g.,Teamwork)
System/| o Publishing Tools (e.g. Tnterleaf)
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----------------------------------- 0 Design Facility
0 AIX | Xstation Local Rational o Ada Language
120 -———- Area -===] 300C or Development
130 Network 1000 Environment
----------------------------------- 0 AdaMAT
o AIX
PS/2 0 AdaMAT Metrics Display